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ABSTRACT  
 
Exploring the Relationship Between Place Identity and Personalization of Space in 
Temporary Student Housing 
 
by 
 
Joshua Rowley, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 2011 
 
Major Professor: Darrin Brooks, MFA 
Department: Interior Design 
 
  
 The purpose of this study is to better understand the relationship between the 
personalization of one’s physical environment and the degree of place identity the person 
has toward their space, specifically those living in temporary student housing. There have 
been several studies on peoples’ inherent need to personalize their space. While previous 
research has identified key factors that help to define place identity in general, this study 
addresses the fact that not much has been said about how people in temporary housing, 
specifically student housing, actually go about creating their living spaces.  
 The key issues this research addressed were the degree of place identity achieved 
by those living in temporary student housing, the manner in which they went about 
personalizing their spaces, and the relationship between the two. Also, because this is a 
study of the primary residence or home of the participants, special attention was given to 
the concept of home. 
	   iv	  
 Undergraduate students living in student housing on a university campus were 
recruited to complete a questionnaire and participate in an interview.  The purpose of this 
research technique was to better understand each person’s attitude toward their space and 
the factors involved in the way they personalized their space.  The researcher also 
conducted a visual analysis of each space to determine the level and type of 
personalization.  
 Eight methods (or factors) of personalizing space were compared to the three 
dimensions of place identity. Significant positive correlations emerged between the 
place-self congruity dimension of place identity and the personalization of space factors 
of traditional decoration, decorative complexity, and decoration to create image, therefore 
showing there is a possible link between gaining a sense of place identity and the level 
and type of personalization of space displayed in a temporary student housing setting. 
The study also found that the definition of home is dependent on the context and can have 
various meaning for the same person.  
(133 Pages) 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   v	  
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
 
 There have been so many people that were instrumental in helping me to 
complete this research. I would like to thank my committee, Darrin Brooks, Susan 
Tibbetts, and Julie Wheeler, for their amazing guidance throughout this process. Roxane 
Pfister for her kindness and patience in her help with the statistical analysis, an area that 
is not my strong suit. Gabriel Anderson for being a stellar example of how to be 
outstanding. I would like to thank Whitney Milligan, the director of Resident Life, and 
the housing staff at USU for their aid in my conducting of the study.  
 A special thank you goes to Meaghan Beever for her many hours of mentoring.  
Without Meaghan I would have never been able to form this research in the first place. 
Meaghan, you are truly awesome, thank you.  
 I would like to thank my wonderful family and friends for their words of 
encouragement. Even when they didn’t understand, or care to understand, what this 
research consisted of they still acted interested with kindness and love. I couldn’t have 
asked for a better group of people to be surrounded by, thank you. I would like to 
especially thank my wonderful parents, Larry and Rea, for their constant and unwavering 
support.  
 Last, but not definitely not least, a most sincere thank you goes to Carol Nicholas. 
Without your kindness and personal brand of awesome I would have never succeeded in 
my endeavors here at Utah State University. You are one of the most wonderful and 
rocking people I have ever met and I am grateful to have had the opportunity to call you a 
friend and a confidant.  
         Joshua Rowley 
	   vi	  
CONTENTS 
 
Page 
 
ABSTRACT ...................................................................................................................... iii 
 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ..................................................................................................v 
 
LIST OF TABLES .......................................................................................................... viii 
 
LIST OF FIGURES ...........................................................................................................ix 
 
CHAPTER 
 
I. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................1 
 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW ...........................................................................4 
 
Concept of Home ........................................................................................4 
Personalization of Space .............................................................................7 
Place Identity ............................................................................................13 
Temporary Housing ..................................................................................18 
Research Questions ...................................................................................20 
Predictions / Hypothesis ...........................................................................21 
 
III. METHOD .................................................................................................23 
 
Study Design .............................................................................................23 
Participants ...............................................................................................23  
Instrument .................................................................................................24 
Procedure ..................................................................................................32 
 
IV. RESULTS .................................................................................................34 
 
Sample ......................................................................................................34 
Correlations ...............................................................................................34 
Interview Questions ..................................................................................41 
 
V. DISCUSSION ...........................................................................................45 
 
Place Identity ............................................................................................45 
Other Environmental (Survey) Factors .....................................................49 
Personalization of Space ...........................................................................51 
Interview Questions ..................................................................................61 
Conclusion ................................................................................................61 
	   vii	  
Limitations ................................................................................................64 
Implications for the Design of Temporary Housing .................................64 
Recommendations for Future Research ....................................................65 
   
REFERENCES .................................................................................................................67 
 
APPENDICES ..................................................................................................................69 
 
APPENDIX A: PILOT STUDY SURVEY ..........................................................70 
APPENDIX B: PILOT STUDY OBSERVATIONAL SHEET ...........................75 
APPENDIX C: PILOT STUDY INTERVIEW SHEET ......................................78 
APPENDIX D: PILOT STUDY LETTER OF INFORMATION ........................81 
APPENDIX E: PILOT STUDY DATA ...............................................................84 
APPENDIX F: MAIN STUDY INFORMATION FLYER ..................................98 
APPENDIX G: MAIN STUDY SURVEY .........................................................100 
APPENDIX H: MAIN STUDY OBSERVATIONAL SHEET ..........................102 
APPENDIX I: MAIN STUDY INTERVIEW SHEET ......................................104 
APPENDIX J: MAIN STUDY LETTER OF INFORMATION ........................107 
APPENDIX K: MAIN STUDY DATA .............................................................110 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   viii	  
 
LIST OF TABLES 
 
Table                                                                                                                               Page 
 
1. Correlations Between Place Identity Dimensions and  
Personalization of Space Factors ..........................................................................36 
 
2 Place identity Dimension Significant Correlations with All Factors ....................38 
 
3 Other Significant Environmental (Survey) Correlations ......................................39 
 
4 Significant Personalization of Space Factor Correlations ....................................41 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   ix	  
LIST OF FIGURES 
 
Figure                                                                                                                             Page 
 
1. Environmental fit – a dimension of place identity ................................................14 
 
2. Place-self congruity – a dimension of place identity ............................................15 
 
3. Self-extension/attachment  – a dimension of place identity .................................16 
 
4. Low-level complexity of furniture arrangement ...................................................28 
 
5. High-level complexity of furniture arrangement ..................................................28 
 
6. Use of nontraditional decorative element .............................................................29 
 
7. Use of traditional decorative element……………...…………………..………...30 
 
8. High level of decorative complexity and high-level of cleanliness ......................31 
 
9. High-level of religious symbolism and low-level of cleanliness ..........................31 
 
10. Use of object symbolism ......................................................................................32 
 
11. Distribution of most liked quality of living environment .....................................43 
 
12. Distribution of least liked quality of living environment .....................................44 
 
13. Survey averages ....................................................................................................46 
 
14. Visual representation of answers to question about home ....................................49 
 
15. Gender comparisons of averages for environmental (survey) factors ..................51 
 
16. Personalization of space averages ........................................................................52 
 
17. Object symbolism .................................................................................................53 
 
18. Religious symbolism ............................................................................................54 
 
19. Decoration to create an image ..............................................................................55 
 
20. Traditional decoration ...........................................................................................56 
 
	   x	  
21. Decorative complexity ..........................................................................................57 
 
22. Cleanliness, lack of ...............................................................................................58 
 
23. Complexity of furniture arrangement ...................................................................59 
 
24. Nontradtional decoration ......................................................................................59 
 
25. Gender comparisons of averages for personalization of space factors .................60 
 
CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 Several research studies have documented the strong relationship between the 
built environment and human behavior, specifically, that ones feelings and actions are not 
only shaped by his or her genes but also by our physical settings (Gallagher, 1993). 
People have an inherent need to personalize their space; they feel the need to create 
spaces that are uniquely their own, whether consciously or unconsciously, and 
manipulate these environments to express their values (Cooper Marcus, 1995).   
 While previous research has identified key factors that help to define place 
identity in general, not much has been said about how people in temporary housing 
personalize their living environments. This is especially the case in relation to how well 
they are able to identify with their spaces. Because of this, the information available on 
the role that personalization of space plays in the degree of place identification of those 
living in temporary housing is very limited. A better understanding of the role 
personalization of space plays in the identification with place for those living in 
temporary housing environments was needed. This has broad implications for the design 
community; being able to achieve a sense of identification and attachment with one’s 
living environment promotes well-being.   
 The purpose of this study is to better understand the relationship between the 
personalization of a person’s physical environment and the degree of place identity the 
person has toward their space, specifically of those living in temporary student housing 
on a university campus. This style of housing is often accompanied by a new and unique 
set of stressors related to unknown and sometimes unstable circumstances. Some of the 
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circumstances that make it unique are: (1) the participants are in a transitory stage of life 
(from adolescence into adulthood), and this is likely their first time living away from 
childhood caretakers; (2) the participants are renting and not purchasing the space and 
therefore know when they move into the space that it will only be for a relatively short 
amount of time; and (3) because of the standardization of furniture and small square 
footage of the space the type of personalization that can be accommodated is limited.   
Three dimensions of place identity, as described by Droseltis and Vignoles 
(2010), and how these dimensions relate to the personalization of space done by the 
participants was the main focus of the study. The three dimensions are: (1) environmental 
fit, (2) place-self congruity, and (3) self-extension/attachment.  
The following questions were answered: (1) to what degree does place identity 
occur for those living in temporary student housing? (2) In what manner do those living 
in temporary student housing personalize their spaces? (3) What is the relationship, if 
any, between how a person has personalized their space, measured by the type and degree 
of personalization, and the degree to which he or she experiences place identity? Also, 
because this is a study of the primary residence or home of the participants, special 
attention was given to the concept of home.   
 The study was conducted by having English-speaking undergraduate students 
complete a questionnaire and participate in an interview. These students were living in 
traditional style student housing on the campus of Utah State University. The researcher 
also conducted a visual analysis of each space in order to determine the type and level of 
personalization of space.  
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 This study lays the ground work for future studies related to the relationship 
between place identity and personalization of space in other forms of temporary housing, 
like military or assisted elderly housing. 
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CHAPTER II 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 The literature review first discusses the concept of home, with the living 
environment being the physical setting of the study. The review then discusses peoples’ 
general need to personalize their living environments, and place identity and its 
relationship to personalization of space. The uniqueness of temporary housing compared 
to other types of will also be discussed, followed by the research questions.  
 
The Concept of Home 
 
 
 The concept of home has been discussed extensively in academic research as well 
as in popular culture. The intention of this section is to discuss the many different 
contexts under which the concept of home has been studied and expressed in relation to 
those living in temporary housing. 
  The concept of home can be defined in more ways than just the physical setting 
where a person lives. In popular culture home has often been expressed as an attachment 
to a particular person rather than a physical place. For example, in the lyrics of their song 
Home, the music group Edward Sharpe and the Magnetic Zeros give the following 
description of home “Ahhh home, Let me come home, home is wherever I’m with you” 
(Castrinos & Ebert, 2010). In this context, being at home is the state of being with 
another person rather than in a defined physical area, rejects the common concept that 
home is a physical place. Proshansky, an environmental psychology researcher known for 
his study of the concept of place identity, relates home with the family who live together 
in a house, “The family is not simply a mother, a father, brothers, and sisters; it is also a 
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place called home” (Proshansky, 1978, p. 155).  Proshansky’s description of family 
relating to home reaffirms the idea from pop culture that home is as much about the 
interactions of people who live there together as the physical structure itself. 
 According to Moore (2000), the word home can also have metaphorical meanings 
like: “happiness; belonging; process of self fulfillment; and death, the end of life’s 
journey” (p. 208). Even though the word home has several different meanings, according 
to Moore (2000) in her analysis of the research conducted on the concept of home, it is 
most often understood as the place where a person physically lives or their current 
dwelling. Moore also stresses the importance of home in modern society by stating that it 
has an “increasingly central role in everyday life” (p. 207). Home can also be viewed as 
not only a place for dwelling but also a place of worship. In their qualitative study on 
place attachment in sacred Hindu spaces, Shampa and Sanjoy Mazumdar (1993) stated 
that the home can be seen as sacred to its inhabitants because it is the location of personal 
worship. They also state that home is the holding place of sacred objects and icons, 
adding to its sacredness.   
 Cooper Marcus (1974) in her now iconic and widely cited article, House as 
Symbol of the Self, argues that the concept of home is a symbol of self and is often 
regarded as central to a person’s human experience. Cooper Marcus describes the term 
self as “the inner heart of our being, our soul, our uniqueness” (p. 131). According to 
Cooper Marcus, people use their houses to symbolize those parts of themselves that are 
“tantalizingly unrepresentable” on an unconscious level.   
 Though the idea of home is often associated with a longing for it, home does not 
necessarily always mean a place of security and retreat, especially for people living in 
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less dominant domestic positions in the relationship, like adolescents or children. Home 
also has the ability to bring down or emotionally distress those living there as much as it 
is able to uplift and inspire (Moore, 2000).    
 In her book titled House as a Mirror of Self, Cooper Marcus (1995) interviews 
several people in different stages of life concerning how they feel about their homes. In 
order to gain a real sense of how people relate and feel toward the places where they live, 
Marcus used more open-ended, qualitative methods than would traditionally be found in 
a research article. Part of her qualitative method was to have participants draw pictures 
about what they felt represented their home then have them speak to the drawing as if 
they were speaking to their home. In this book, she comes to the conclusion that for many 
young adults the idea of home goes back and forth between where they grew up and 
where they are currently living. According to Cooper Marcus, people in general have 
become more self-conscious, or self-aware, about how the home is used. Home has 
become a “vehicle for communication and display” (p. 12) and therefore, whether 
“consciously or unconsciously,” people manipulate their living environments to express 
their personalities and values (p. 50). Above the basic need for shelter, this is what the 
purpose of home is – to be a place to “nurture and uplift.” “If your house could grace the 
pages of Architectural Digest but you don’t feel at home in it, what have you gained?” (p. 
108)   
 There is no doubt of the importance of the physical spaces people where people 
live and often choose to call home. One could state that it is the most meaningful and 
significant place in a person’s life (Fabian, Kaminoff & Proshansky, 1983). Home, in the 
context of meaning a place where a person physically lives, becomes increasingly 
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emotionally, socially, and physically significant to a person the longer they interact with, 
or live in, a particular place (Moore, 2000). The idea that a place becomes more 
significant or more like home, based on the length of time a person lives there is in direct 
conflict with the idea of living in a temporary housing situation. Cooper Marcus (1974) 
similarly has argued that apartments are rarely seen as the ideal home. Possible reasons 
for this are because apartments are rarely owned, are lived in for short amounts of time, 
and have strong restrictions prohibiting many types of personalization of space. 
Therefore, there is a strong possibility that the ability to successfully personalize one’s 
living space is an important factor in their ability to feel at home in their environment. 
 
Personalization of Space 
 
 
 The idea that people use their immediate physical surroundings to communicate 
information about themselves is not a new one (Becker & Coniglio, 1975). Personalizing 
living environments not only helps others understand who we are and what we value, but 
also helps us understand and shape who we are (Gallagher, 1993). In other words, one’s 
physical environment affects how that person feels about his or her self (e.g., Becker & 
Coniglio, 1975; De Bottom, 2006). Personalization of space can even be said to be an 
‘inalienable right’ because it is even given to prisoners who are often allowed to have 
personal items like posters and family photos in their living space (Cooper Marcus, 
1995). Also, it is interesting to note that when attention is focused on the needs of the 
group (for example military personnel) instead of the personal needs of the individuals 
that make up the group, personalization of space fades (Cooper Marcus, 1995).  
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 The need to personalize one’s space is common among all people. In a study 
examining the differences between men’s and women’s feelings toward their domestic 
living space Tognoli (1980) acknowledged that contrary to expectations, both men and 
women seemed to show a high level of ‘sensitivity’ toward their living space. Also, while 
women were able to recall more things that had happened in the rooms over the last 
week, men showed more concern with the design and decorating elements of both the 
kitchen and bathroom. In his book, Manspaces: A Primal Guide to Marking Your 
Territory, Martin (2006) examined why men need to personalize their domestic space. He 
argues that men, like women, have a need to manipulate their space in order to better 
identify with their spaces. Martin also (2006) noted, giving the example of children 
creating an indoor ‘hideout’ by placing sheets over chairs, that the desire to personalize 
one’s space starts at a very young age.   
 Cooper Marcus (1995) reaffirmed the idea that personalization of space starts in 
one’s youth by giving the example of adolescents hanging posters and similar items on 
the walls and leaving their bedrooms in disarray as if to state to their parents that they are 
an individual and this is who they are, even if they do not really know exactly who they 
are yet. Fabian et al. (1983) also affirmed the idea that personalization of space starts at a 
young age, “The physical socialization of the individual during the formative years 
involves not only indentifying and using specific physical settings, but also learning how 
to manipulate and change them” (p. 70). This demonstrates that the need for 
personalization of space starts at a young age. In the current study, the participants are 
relatively young, and most have never lived away from parental figures. Cooper Marcus 
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(1995), in the following excerpt from her book, described best the concept of how all 
people have the need to manipulate their personal space: 
Though you may not be a designer in a formal, professional 
sense, we are all designers of the immediate milieu in 
which we live… We arrange and rearrange the near 
environment of our home, be it a room in a student 
dormitory or a house on its own lot. We feel nurtured by 
this place that seems to permit us to be ourselves (p. 42).  
 
 One can personalize their living environments using a variety of methods.   
The arrangement of furniture, housekeeping or cleanliness and aesthetic decorative 
elements (Becker & Coniglio, 1975) are all ways people personalize their domestic 
spaces. Personal objects that have some form of emotional meaning are often used to 
personalize space (Becker & Coniglio, 1975). Cuba and Hummon (1993) conducted a 
large study of place identity by interviewing 432 people who had migrated to the Cape 
Cod area of Massachusetts. They suggest that when people move to a new house they use 
“treasured domestic objects, which serve as personal and public signs of self” that are 
relatively mobile, to change a “new house into an old home” (p. 550). Mazumdar and 
Mazumdar (1993) stated that personal objects that have particular symbolic meaning due 
to past experiences and memories of those living there are used to personalize space. 
 Even though all people personalize their own living environments the reason for 
personalizing space is as unique as the person occupying the space. While some people 
may personalize their space to communicate status, others personalize their space in 
accordance with their own liking and needs (Cooper Marcus, 1995). Still others may 
personalize their living environments to fulfill a need for dominance over the space 
(Becker & Coniglio, 1975). 
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 People may personalize their spaces in order to gain a sense of control over their 
living environments and in their lives in general (Cooper Marcus, 1995). In House as a 
Mirror of Self, Cooper Marcus (1995) gave an example of a personal friend who has an 
unsatisfactory job. After a particularly bad day, this friend would go home and rearrange 
her furniture in order to regain a sense of control in her life. She may not have control 
over the happenings at her job, but she does have control over the furniture in her house.  
The term sense of control can be interchangeably used with the term freedom of choice 
which “implies that the individual can exert some control over his physical setting” 
(Proshansky, 1974, p. 76).   
 One’s living environment is the main physical setting where personalization of 
space is demonstrated; this may have to do with the fact that the home is also where 
people have the most amount of control over their setting (Fabian et al., 1983). The 
greater control a person has over place, the more closely related the person will feel to 
that place (Cooper Marcus, 1995). Since it is the home where one has the greatest amount 
of control, either actual or perceived, its not surprising that one’s home that would 
receive the most attention when it comes to personalizing. Therefore, we can see the 
relationship that may exist between gaining a sense of control and personalization of 
space. Having a sense of control over a space leads to feelings of identity with the space. 
In areas where one feels like they have control they will use it for optional activities, 
participate in its cleaning, and “identify it as a place of his / her own, as a place that is 
self-expressive, and a place that provides a feeling of freedom of action” (Churchman & 
Sebba, 1983, p. 197).   
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  Human territorial issues, which are closely related to issues of control, are 
another reason people seem to need to personalize their space. According to Churchman 
and Sebba (1983), “Territorial behavior is defined by most scientists as the behavior of an 
individual, or group, claiming control over a particular area” (p. 191). Also, an area only 
can be called a person’s territory if it is characterized by his or her own personal means 
of identification (Churchman & Sebba, 1983). Churchman and Sebba conducted a study 
on issues regarding human territories. They interviewed 185 people, both adults and 
children, living in apartment style housing. They described the living environment or 
‘dwelling unit’ as having three territorial areas; public, shared, and private. The study 
found, among other things, that there was a significant drop in the dominance felt by 
children when they shared a room as opposed to having their own room.       
 People’s territorial behavior is not completely based on their desire to be away 
from others, but is also based on the desire to be around other people (Churchman & 
Sebba, 1983). Through the personalization of the space, people can provide information 
about themselves to those that they allow into their personal territory (Becker & Coniglio, 
1975).   
 Another reason for the personalization of space is to gain a higher level of 
environmental complexity (Becker & Coniglio, 1975), meaning the amount and 
complexity of the items in the space. Similar to environmental complexity is decorative 
complexity which is a “measure of the amount of embellishing items introduced into the 
home environment, and not their type or quality” (Weibel & Weisner, 1981, p. 433). 
Weibel and Weisner (1981) who conducted a study by interviewing 200 families living in 
California concluded that decoratively complex environments can exist in living 
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environments with either traditional or nontraditional decorative elements. It is 
worthwhile to note that people react negatively to restrictions placed on the ability to 
personalize their living environments (Becker & Coniglio, 1975).  
 Religious convictions may also factor into how people personalize their living 
environments. According to Weibel and Weisner (1981), “Values and ideologies could 
very well influence home environments, particularly where religious differences or other 
strong ideological convictions are important” (p. 444-445). The majority of people in the 
location of the current study belong to The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints 
(LDS) denomination, also known as “Mormons.” This could possibly influence the type 
of personalization of space seen in the living environments in this study.  
 People personalize, or decorate, their living environments in order to express their 
values (Cooper Marcus, 1995). Therefore, because every person is unique; having their 
own set of values, goals, personal interests and ideals; what works for one person does 
not necessarily work for another. There is no one size fits all; people need to have the 
ability to shape a space that they can identify as unique to them even if they are 
personalizing the space on a somewhat subconscious level (Cooper Marcus, 1995). 
Becker and Coniglio (1975) reinforce the connection between personalization of space 
and identity in the following passage from their 1975 study: 
Since personalization reinforces one’s identity, it was not 
surprising that the nature of the objects selected changes as 
the person’s financial resources and self-image continued 
to evolve.  The freedom to manipulate the space people live 
in seemed to be important for several reasons – functional 
requirements, need for change and variety, the ability to 
express individuality, and the desire to feel that one has 
power to control a piece of the world (p. 62).  
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 There are many factors that influence why and how people choose to personalize 
their living environments. Many of these factors are particularly pertinent to temporary 
housing situations. Environmental complexity is especially pertinent in settings like 
dorm rooms because everything is uniform and somewhat monotonous in nature 
(Becker & Coniglio, 1975). Issues dealing with human territory are particularly 
pertinent to temporary student housing. Temporary student housing often has a single 
space that has multiple functions (for example sleeping, studying and eating). Therefore 
the arrangement of furniture and other manners of personalizing the space become 
important ways of distinguishing the boundaries of the different functional areas. 
Becker and Coniglio (1975) stated that another significant factor in why one 
personalizes their space is to reinforce their sense of identity, whether it be as an 
individual or group. The question is, what role does personalization of space play in a 
person’s ability to gain a sense of identity with place?  
 
Place Identity 
 
 
 The intention of this section of the paper is to give a definition for the term place 
identity, describe its three dimensions, and discuss factors involved in the relationship 
between personalization of space and place identity that have yet to be covered in the 
review. Place identity for this study will refer to the description given by Hay (1998) 
“The significance of physical places to the development of conceptions of the self” (p. 6, 
see also Fabian et al., 1983). Another complimentary, more in depth and widely accepted 
definition of place identity is given by Proshansky (1978) as follows: “those dimensions 
of the self that define the individual’s personal identity in relation to the physical 
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environment by means of a complex pattern of conscious and unconscious ideas, beliefs, 
preferences, feelings, values, goals [, …] behavioral tendencies and skills” (p. 155). 
Fabian et al. (1983) also defined place identity as a sub-structure of the concept of self 
identity, or sense of self.   
 According to research recently conducted by Droseltis and Vignoles (2010), there 
are three closely related but distinguishable dimensions of place identity. These three 
dimensions are self-extension/attachment, environmental fit, and place-self congruity. 
 The first dimension of place identity to discuss is environmental fit. This 
dimension refers to the “ecological/environmental sense of the self as fitting into, or 
belonging to a place” (Droseltis & Vignoles, 2010, p. 24). This dimension has resonance 
with the concept of rootedness (Droseltis & Vignoles, 2010; McAndrews, 1998) and the 
concept of bondedness, which means feeling a part of a place (Hay, 1998). Figure 1 
shows a diagram of the dimension of environmental fit according to Droseltis and 
Vignoles (2010).   
 
   
 
  
   
  
 
 The second dimension of place identity to be discussed is place-self congruity.  
This dimension refers to the “sense that the image one has of a place is similar to, or 
consistent with, the image one has of one’s characteristics as an individual” (Droseltis & 
Figure 1. Environmental fit. (Droseltis & Vignoles, 2010)	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Vignoles, 2010, p. 24). Figure 2 shows a diagram of the dimension of place-self 
congruity according to Droseltis and Vignoles (2010).  
 
 
            
                    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Self-extension/attachment is the third dimension of place identity. This dimension 
is described as “both the concept of places as parts of the extended self-concept and also 
the emotional attachment which people feel towards those places” (Droseltis & Vignoles, 
2010, p. 31). This dimension is closely related to the concept of place attachment.  The 
term place attachment has had many meanings (Droseltis & Vignoles, 2010). Because of 
the blurring of the lines between place attachment (or emotional attachment to place), and 
place identity in literature, the terms have become interchangeable.   
 Droseltis and Vignoles (2010) have found that emotional attachment to place and 
self-extension were indistinguishable and that it was therefore “appropriate to view self-
extension/attachment as a unified dimension” (p. 31). For the purpose of this study, place 
attachment along with the concept of self-extension make up the self-extension/ 
attachment dimension of place identity. Figure 3 shows a diagram of self-extension/ 
attachment (Droseltis & Vignoles, 2010).   
    
         
Figure 2. Place-self congruity. (Droseltis & Vignoles, 2010) 
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 Other conclusions worth noting given by Droseltis and Vignoles (2010) are: there 
is a relationship between the built environment and place identity; both control and 
aesthetics are among the determining factors of place identity; very little attention has 
been paid to aesthetics in research of place identity; and cross-fertilization from other 
disciplines would contribute to the understanding of place identity. Therefore, further 
research of place identity is needed. This is especially the case for research fields other 
than environmental psychology, like interior design, that can add a new and unique view 
of the concept. 
 There are several factors that influence place identity. Object symbolism can play 
a significant role in the identification with place. As discussed earlier in this review, 
people personalize their environments with objects that are important to them as a way to 
express themselves (Cuba & Hummon, 1993). Personal objects can play a role, not only 
to express one’s self, but also in shaping the identity of that person (Mazumdar & 
Mazumdar, 1993). Cooper Marcus (1974) reaffirmed the concept that objects people use 
to personalize their space shape how they see themselves by stating that the items we use 
Figure 3. Self-extension/attachment. (Droseltis & Vignoles, 2010) 
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to decorate our living environments “all are messages about ourselves that we want to 
convey back to ourselves, and to the few intimates that we invite into this, our home” (p. 
131).	  Likewise, Cuba and Hummon (1993) conclude that one can gain a sense of identity 
with a living environment through the use of identity symbols. In other words, objects 
that carry symbolic meaning for the person. This is pertinent in that it will be interesting 
to understand how the use of object symbolism, or identity symbols, factor into how 
people identify with their living environments.  
 According to the Cuba and Hummon (1993) study, age is a factor in how the 
individual gains their sense of identity. Older people are more likely to gain a sense of 
home based on their living environments, while younger people are more likely gain it 
through to social affiliations. Weibel and Weisner (1981) reaffirm the influence of age by 
noting that older parents have a clearer understanding of their preferable home style and 
they also have had the opportunity to accumulate more objects. Therefore, older 
generations would have a higher likelihood to identify with objects than younger people 
because they have more of them, and more time to bond with them.  Weibel and Weisner 
(1981) also argued the importance of the use of design or decorating in projecting 
identity, as well as projecting attitudes, goals and ideas.   
 Similarly Fabian et al. (1983) states that people create spaces that show, or define, 
the type of people they are. According to Fabian et al., people are often not really 
consciously aware of their level of place identity with a physical environment, and 
therefore physical space often serves as the backdrop for the more dominate social 
interactions in which people are actively participating. Interestingly, it is not until one’s 
physical environment is not meeting their needs that they become more consciously 
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aware of physical settings. Personalization of space is sometimes used to overcome the 
lack of identity with the space. Fabian et al. (1983) described this in detail: 
When physical settings do not match these preferences, 
when the person’s desires are not met, it is then that the 
expressive function of place-identity is initiated.  What 
most likely occurs at a cognitive level is that the relevant 
and desired tastes and preferences come into consciousness.  
And it is these cognitions that the person is ready to act on 
in order to satisfy these tastes and preferences if it is at all 
possible to personalize the space.  If such changes did 
occur, not only would an individual’s place-identity and the 
setting now mutually support one another, but more 
important the changed properties of the latter would be an 
affirmation of the individual’s self identity. (p. 69) 
 The current study being conducted in temporary student housing will seek to 
determine if personalization of space is being used to compensate for an inadequate 
physical environment. The researcher will also seek to understand if the space is 
personalized adequately enough to ‘mutually support’ the percipients identity. According 
to Fabian et al. (1983), place identity is more likely to play a bigger role for a person 
when their life is in a stage of a major turning point. This is pertinent to the current study 
in which the participants are experiencing the two major life turning points of moving 
away from parental figures for the first time and experiencing college life. Another factor 
is that they most likely will be experiencing temporary housing for the first time. 
 
Temporary Housing 
 
 Due to the high mobility of our culture, many people will find themselves living 
in some form of temporary housing at some point in their lives. From March 1999 to 
March 2000, 43.4 million people in the United States moved residences; that is 
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approximately 15 percent of the population in just one year (Cable, Coleman, & 
Drummet, 2003). Student housing is a unique form of temporary housing and for this 
study it will be defined as living environments that are located on a university campus, 
and therefore are limited only to students who are living there for a relatively short 
amount of time (four years or less).    
 Amole (2009), who conducted a study of residential satisfaction of student 
housing in Nigeria, stated that temporary student housing is unique because individuals 
living in this housing situation are in a “transitory stage of life” (p. 77). It is also unique 
because it is on a college campus and it has a specific and special group of users (Amole, 
2009). 
 There are many things that make temporary student housing unique compared to 
other forms of housing, especially when it comes to the way people personalize their 
domestic environments and their ability to gain a sense of identity. Many of those living 
in temporary student housing have roommates, sharing either a bedroom or the common 
areas of an apartment. This raises issues with control, territory, privacy and self-
expression. Cooper Marcus (1995) stated that roommate conflict regarding these issues 
can be played out through use of personalizing the domestic environment because it is 
less threatening for some than a direct confrontation. The lack of ownership of the space 
can create a reluctance to personalize the space (Copper Marcus, 1995).   
 Personalization of space through home improvements, though highly encouraged 
in living environments that are owned by its residents, is actively discouraged in 
temporary housing (Becker & Coniglio, 1975). Strict regulations regarding 
personalization of space are often placed on temporary housing due to maintenance and 
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cost issues. Silverstein and Van Der Ryn (1967) conducted an environment analysis of 
the student dorms on the campus of the University of California, Berkeley. They found 
that the personalization of space given the ability to rearrange furniture and hang things 
up on the wall was important to creating higher satisfaction for those living in the student 
housing.   
 A unique challenge that has not yet been discussed is that student housing 
typically consists of a very small, single room. This creates more functional overlap in 
the space which can cause higher levels of functional disarray (Weibel & Weisner, 1981).  
 
Research Questions 
 
 
While previous research has identified key factors that help to define place 
identity in general, more research, especially related to peoples’ level of success in 
identifying with temporary living environments is needed. This study sets out to address 
the fact that not much has been said about how people in temporary housing, such as 
student or military, actually go about creating, and identifying with, their living spaces.   
In this review several key points related to this study have been discussed in  
detail: (1) the concept of home, and its many definitions, as it relates to those living in 
temporary housing. Home can mean a variety of things from the physical place where a 
person lives to an attachment to another person or persons. (2) All people have a need to 
personalize their living environments in order to give them meaning and to better identify 
with them. This is done through a variety of methods. Control and territorial issues can 
even factor into how one personalizes their living environment.  Home is the main place 
where personalization of space is demonstrated. (3) Another key point is one’s sense of 
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identity with place, and the factors involved with gaining that sense. The meaning, or 
definition, of place identity; its three dimensions and their respective definitions. How 
age can factor into individuals ability to gain a sense of identity. (4) The unique factors 
related to temporary student housing as compared to other forms of housing. 
 According to Fabian et al. (1983) people personalize their spaces to give them 
meaning and to be able to identify with them better. The question is: Is there a link 
between personalization of space and place identity. If so, are people living in temporary 
housing situations able to personalize their space to the extent necessary to gain a high 
sense of place identity? 
 In order to gain a better understanding of the aforementioned relationship between 
gaining a sense of identity and the personalization of space by those living in temporary 
housing, three in-depth and specific questions have been formulated. (1) To what degree 
does place identity occur for those living in temporary student housing? (2) In what 
manner do those living in temporary student housing personalize their spaces? (3) What 
is the relationship, if any, between how one has personalized their space and the degree to 
which he or she experiences a sense of identity in their living environment?   
  
Predictions/Hypothesis 
 
Though there are many possible correlations that may be found through the  
study, a few of the main predictions and points of interest are summarized below. It is 
anticipated that the study will show positive correlations between amount of 
personalization of space done by the participant and the level of place identity they have 
with their living environments. Therefore, showing that personalization of space is an 
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important factor in bridging the gap between temporary housing and the ability to gain a 
sense of identification with place.  
 It is of interest to the researcher to compare the way each gender personalizes 
their spaces and levels of identity. Because age is a factor in how an individual goes 
about gaining a sense of identity, it is of interest to the researcher to see how object 
symbolism factors into the level of place identity; and how people of this particular age 
demographic (18-28 years old) have personalized their living environments.  
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CHAPTER III 
 
METHOD 
Study Design 
 
 The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of how those living in 
temporary student housing personalize their living environment and how that compares to 
the degree of place identity the person has toward their space. This involved an interview, 
survey and an observational study of how the living space had been personalized.  
It is important to note that this study is exploring the relationship between place 
identity and the personalization of the primary living environment only and therefore is 
not a study of any of the factors of the physical environment outside of this primary 
living space.   
 
Participants 
 
 A total of 31 residents, 15 male and 16 female, participated in the study.  
Participants were English speaking and students at Utah State University. The 
participants were undergraduate and graduate students, though the majority were college 
freshmen. 
 Participants were recruited from two housing facilities offering traditional style 
housing on the campus of Utah State University. The two housing facilities are Mountain 
View Tower, an all-male dormitory, and Valley View Tower, an all-female dormitory.  
Participants were randomly selected from a list provided by resident directors of both 
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dormitories. Permission to complete the study was granted by the Housing Director of 
Student Life as well as the housing staff of both locations.   
 The traditional style housing consisted of single room living spaces. These rooms 
function as the bedroom, as well as the cooking and study areas. The study was limited to  
participants living in single rooms without a roommate. Common areas exist on each 
floor (consisting of the bathroom, kitchen, and lounge areas) and are shared by all the 
tenants living on the respective floor.  
 
Instrument 
 
 
A pilot study was conducted to inform the researcher on the best methods to 
conduct the main study; specifically which instruments worked best for gaining the 
information required. The study consisted of 3 components: (1) survey completed by the 
participant (see Appendix A), (2) interview (see Appendix C) and (3) observations by the 
researcher of how the participant has personalized their living environment (see 
Appendices B, D & E). The purpose of using a variety of question styles was to gain a 
better understanding of what the person’s attitude was toward their space and the factors 
involved with how much, and why, they have personalized their space. 
 
Survey 
  The survey consisted of various questions that measure levels of place 
identification, feelings of control and privacy and general feelings of satisfaction with the 
temporary living environment. The survey consisted of 15 questions (see Appendix G). 
Ten of the questions were statements that were measured on a 7-point Likert scale rating 
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Four of the questions were multiple choice 
	  
	  
25 
and measured factors related to the amount of time spent in the living space. The last 
question was open-ended allowing the participant to give any additional information they 
felt like contributing.  
Three of the Likert scale questions measured the level of the components of place 
identity. These three questions were derived from questions used in the Droseltis and 
Vignoles (2010) study. The pilot study revealed that some of the questions were 
somewhat confusing. Therefore, minor changes to the wording of these questions were 
made to insure they would be more easily understood during the main study. The original 
meaning of the question was not altered. The three statements measuring the dimensions 
of place identity were: 
• “My room is a place where I fit in and can be myself” (measuring the 
environmental fit dimension). 
• “My room is a place that shows my personality and personal values” 
(measuring the place-self congruity dimension). 
• “I feel a sense of emotional attachment to my room in that if it would no 
longer exist I would feel a sense of loss” (measuring the self-
extension/attachment dimension). 
 The other seven Likert-type survey questions measured factors relating to issues 
of territory, privacy and control; as well as how the participants used their living 
environments. These questions are important because they can factor into how a person 
has personalized their space.  
 
Interview Questions  
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 The interview questions measured the participants perceptions of the concept of 
home. Questions related to use of object and religious symbolism were asked in a more 
qualitative manner (see Appendix I) in order for the researcher to fully understand the 
level of symbolism used in the space.    
Special attention was given to questions relating to the concept of home. 
Questions about home were phrased in multiple ways in order to understand how the 
participants feel about home in different contexts. This was done because in the pilot 
study it was found that participants perceived the concept of home in multiple ways. 
Home could be  the place where one now lives, the place where one grew up, as well as 
an abstract concept to the same person.   
The conversation component was also used to gather information about the level 
of object symbolism in the space. The reason for this was because an object that holds 
significance to a participant might not be easily noticeable to the researcher. Therefore, to 
better perceive the relationship of object symbolism with the participant the question was 
asked: “If you had only a few seconds to gather only two items from your room before it 
was destroyed, which two items would you choose, why?”   
During the interview the participants were asked to take photos of what they liked 
and disliked about their room. This was done to better understand if the participant’s 
positive or negative attitudes about their space come from the structural influences of the 
space or from how they have personalized it. This research technique allowed the 
participant to visually describe their emotions, attachments and feelings toward their 
space in a way that aided the researcher in understanding how personalization of space 
factored into the degree of place identification of each participant.  
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The interview provided additional strength to the study in that it allowed the 
participant to freely talk about their room, their dislikes and their likes. This allowed the 
researcher to gather information that might otherwise have been left out had the 
participant only been allowed to answer the survey questions. 
 
Observational Study  
 The researcher completed the observational study while the participant was 
completing the survey and consisted of eight factors that were rated on a seven point 
Likert scale (see Appendix H). These eight factors were then compared to how the 
participant had personalized their living environment. For this study, personalization of 
space will consist of any item that is displayed in the room and is easily seen. For 
example, any item, regardless of the type of item that is pinned up on a corkboard or 
fastened to the walls or doors in any manner would be considered personalization of 
space. Another example of personalization of space would be a collection of books 
arranged on the bookshelf. Though the books have a function other than just decoration, 
the participant is displaying the books to been seen. An example of what would not be 
considered personalization of space would be an open book on the desk. It is the opinion 
of the researcher that visual representations, or examples, of each of the factors is needed 
in this section to truly understand how personalization of space is being measured for this 
study. Below are visual examples from the pilot study of the eight factors, as well as the 
researchers definitions of each.   
 Complexity of furniture arrangement for this study is defined as the extent to 
which the participant has moved or added to the existing furniture arrangement. Because 
of the nature of temporary student housing most of the furniture in the space is in a fixed 
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location, giving little ability for the participant to make dramatic changes to the furniture 
arrangement, and therefore there is little noticeable change between ratings of low to high 
complexity. Examples are given of both a low (see Figure 4) and a high (see Figure 5) in 
a level of complexity in order to demonstrate the slight change in furniture arrangement.   
                 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Low-level complexity furniture arrangement. (Photo by author) 
Figure 5. High-level complexity furniture arrangement. (Photo by author) 
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 The Use of nontraditional decorative elements for this study is defined as the use 
of objects as a form of decoration whose original purpose is not typically decorative. For 
example, in Figure 6 plastic spoons, more commonly used for eating, are displayed in the 
space in a decorative manner.   Use of traditional decorative elements for this study is 
defined as the use of objects by the participant as a form of decoration that is commonly 
used for the decoration of living space (see Figure 7).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Use of Nontraditional decorative element. (Photo by author)  
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 Cleanliness for this study is defined as the level of organization and general up-
keep of the living space. This is a factor that is not commonly thought of as being 
associated with decorating, but it is a way in which a person personalizes their space 
(Becker & Coniglio, 1975), and shows the level of concern they have for their living 
environment (see Figures 8 and 9). Decorative complexity for this study is defined as the 
level of decorative elements, either traditional or nontraditional, used in the living space 
(see Figure 8).  
 The use of religious symbolism in this study is defined as the use of objects by the 
participant that has some form of religious meaning to them and is used in a decorative 
manner. An example of this would be a construction paper chain that is used by the 
participant to count down the days until they leave on a religious volunteer mission and is 
displayed in a decorative manner (see Figure 9). The participant could have used any 
number of means to account for the number of days left until going on the religious 
Figure 7. Use of traditional decorative element. (Photo by author) 
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mission that were out of sight but instead chose to use a highly visual paper chain that 
was draped across the room in a decorative way. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8. High-level of decorative complexity and high-level of cleanliness. (Photo by author) 
Figure 9. High-level of religious symbolism and low-level of cleanliness. (Photo by author) 
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 Use of object symbolism for this study is defined as the use of objects that have 
some form of emotional meaning or connection for the participant and are used in a 
decorative manner. An example of this would be the use of small toys or objects that are 
from a close friend or family member because they have an emotional connection to the 
object. As can be seen in Figure 10 this stuffed animal was given to the participant by a 
close friend and has significance to them beyond the functional use of a magnet. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Procedure 
 
 Participants were asked a series of interview, demographical, and Likert type 
questions by the researcher. They were recruited with the help of Resident Assistants 
(RA’s) who also live in the buildings and oversee the residents. An incentive was given 
to each participant by the RA who oversees that resident.  The incentive given was a free 
“lock out,” meaning that the RA will unlock the door of the resident that has been locked 
Figure 10.  Use of object symbolism. (Photo by author) 
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out of their bedroom; this being a service for which residents are normally charged a 
monetary fee. A few weeks before the study was conducted the RA’s distributed flyers 
announcing the opportunity to participate (see Appendix F).  
Participants were also given a letter of information (see Appendix J) explaining 
the study in further detail, along with the researcher’s contact information. Approval for 
the study was granted by the Utah State University Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
The study took place in the participant’s living space and lasted 5-7 minutes. The 
interviews were voice recorded to ensure that the researcher was able to accurately record 
the participants’ answers. The participants were asked to take two photos of their space. 
One photo depicted what they liked most about their space and the other photo depicted 
what they liked least about their space. With the permission of the participant the 
researcher also took additional photos of the spaces that were useful to that study.  
The researcher also conducted an observational study of the space using a Likert 
scale to rate the level of the personalization of space factors (see Appendix H). As each 
participant was asked to participate in the interview they were told the purpose of the 
study and informed that the study was voluntary.  
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
 
 This chapter will discuss the results of the study. The following chapter will 
discuss reasons for the possible relationships found in the study as well as implications 
for the design of temporary housing will be discussed. 
 
Sample 
 
 
 The sample consisted of 31 undergraduate and graduate students living in 
individual rooms in typical style housing on the campus of Utah State University. Of the 
31 participants, 15 (48.4%) were men, and 16 (51.6%) were women (see Appendix K). 
Demographical data for age, level in school and religious affiliation were recorded for 30 
of the 31 participants.  The ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 28 years old with 
the majority (70%) consisting of 18 to 21 year olds. The majority of the participants were 
freshman at 43.3%, sophomore level was second highest at 23.3%, then junior at 16.7%, 
senior at 10% and the smallest demographic was graduate students at 6.7%.  The 
participants were also asked their religious affiliation of which 53.3% were LDS 
(Mormon), 20% had no religious affiliation, 6.6% were Catholic, and 3.3% were 
identified as one of the following: Hindu, Agnostic, Atheist, Spiritual, 
Nondenominational Christian, and Lutheran.    
 
Correlations 
 
 
 To better understand the relationships that exist between place identification and 
the personalization of space a correlation study using Pearson correlation analysis was 
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conducted (see Appendix K). Correlations between factors of interest other than those 
directly related to place identity or personalization of space (i.e., privacy, control, ability 
to express interests, satisfaction and time spent in the environment) were also analyzed. 
In addition, each of the applicable open-ended questions, survey and personalization of 
space factors were compared to each other in order to gain an understanding of any 
relationships that might exist between them.  
 The correlation coefficient is a measure of the strength of the linear relationship 
between two variables. The larger the magnitude of the correlation, the stronger the 
correlation is between the two variables, meaning that a correlation of .525 is stronger 
than that of a correlation of .355. The significance level of the correlation indicates how 
unlikely a given correlation coefficient, r, will occur given no relationship exists in the 
population; the smaller the p-level, the more significant the relationship and the larger the 
correlation, the stronger the relationship. For example a correlation of .355 may have a 
significance of .05, or a 5% probability that the observed correlation between two 
variables was simply from chance alone. All correlation data for the main study can be 
found in Appendix K. Only the significant correlations will be discussed in the paper.   
 
Place Identity  
 
 The correlations between the three dimensions of place identity (place-self 
congruity, environmental fit and self-extension / attachment) and the eight 
personalization of space factors (complexity of furniture, nontraditional decoration, 
traditional decoration, cleanliness, decorative complexity, religious symbolism, object 
symbolism and decoration for image) are the main focus of this study and will be 
discussed first. Place-self congruity had significant positive correlations with three of the 
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personalization of space factors. Specifically: traditional decoration, r(29) = .392 p < 
.032, decorative complexity, r(29) = .399 p < .029, and decoration to create ‘image’, 
r(29) = .384 p < .036, as seen in Table 1. Indicating that the higher the amount of place-
self congruity that the participant showed, the more likely they would have higher 
amounts of each of the three personalization of space factors it correlates with.  
 
Table 1 
Correlations Between Place Identity Dimensions and Personalization of Space Factors 
 
Variable 
 
Environmental 
fit 
Place-self 
congruity 
Self-extension 
/attachment 
Complexity of 
furniture 
   
Nontraditional 
decoration 
   
Traditional decoration  .032  
Cleanliness    
Decorative 
complexity 
 .029  
Religious symbolism    
Object symbolism    
Decoration for image  .036  
 
 
 
There was not a significant correlation found between either the environmental fit 
or the self-extension / attachment dimensions and any of the personalization of space 
factors studied. This being the case, there were strong correlations found between each of 
the three dimensions of place identity and the other environmental (survey) factors 
(Tables 2 and 3). 
	  
	  
37 
Environmental fit had a strong positive correlation with place-self congruity, 
r(29) = .446 p < .013, another dimension of place identity. It also correlated with the 
survey question regarding the ability to express interests in the space, r(29) = .393 p < 
.029 (see Figure 11).  
Place-self congruity had the highest amounts of correlations of the three 
dimensions of place identity (see Table 2). It had a correlation with environmental fit, 
r(29) = .446 p < .013, and a correlation of with self-extension / attachment, r(29) = .532 p 
< .002. The more participants agreed with the statement that the space is meeting their 
expectations the more likely they were to have a higher level of place-self congruity, 
r(29) = .523 p < .003. The same is true with the statements about the ability to express 
ones interests, r(29) = .507 p < .004, and feeling comfortable in the space, r(29) = .363 p 
< .049. The correlations between place-self congruity and the personalization of space 
factors have already been discussed in this chapter. Self-extension / attachment had 
correlations with the other two dimensions and have already been mentioned in the 
previous paragraphs (see Table 2). The self-extension / attachment dimension had the 
only significant negative correlation found in the study with factor of privacy,             
r(29) = -.403 p < .024. 
 
Other Environmental (Survey) Factors 
 
 In the survey completed by the participants there were factors pertinent to 
how they perceive and enjoy their living environment, which differentiated from the three 
dimensions of place identity. In Table 3, the significant correlations for these other 
environmental factors from the survey are shown. The ability to express one’s interests in 
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Table 2 
Place Identity Dimension Significant Correlations with All Factors 
 
 
 
Variable 
 
Environmental fit (fit in 
and be themselves) 
 
Place-self congruity 
(personality and personal 
values) 
 
Self-extension /attachment 
(emotional attachment) 
Place-self congruity 0.446  (.013)  0.532 (.002) 
Express interests 0.393 (.029) 0.507 (.004)  
Self-extension/attachment  0.532 (.002)  
Meeting expectations  0.523 (.003)  
Environmental fit  0.466 (.013)  
Decorative complexity  0.399 (.029)  
Traditional decoration  0.392 (.032)  
Decoration for image  0.384 (.036)  
Comfortable  0.363 (.049)  
Privacy - negative   -0.403 (.024) 
 
 
their living environments has significant positive correlations with place-self congruity as 
has been discussed earlier in this chapter (see Table 3). This factor had no significant 
correlations with any of the personalization of space or interview factors. The only 
significant correlation with the factor of privacy was that of the negative correlation with 
self-extension / attachment as previously mentioned.  
 The statement about if the living environment is meeting the expectations of the 
participant correlated with place-self congruity as previously mentioned (see Table 3), 
and with the use of religious symbolism, r(29) = .355 p < .05. The question asking the 
participant if they felt comfortable in their living environment also had significant 
positive correlations with use of religious symbolism, r(29) = .401 p < .025, and place-
self congruity as previously mentioned.  
 Survey questions 11 through 14 asked the participants the amount of time they 
spent in their rooms completing specific tasks, like doing schoolwork and socializing 
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with friends (see Appendix G). There were no meaningful significant correlations that 
came from these questions. Question 15 on the survey was open-ended and asked if there 
was any information the participant felt like they wanted to add. Though a few of the 
participants did write responses to this question it was not a large percentage. Many of 
the responses dealt with qualities about the space that they very much disliked and this 
topic was something that was covered in detail later in the interview portion of the study 
and therefore does not need to be discussed separately. 
 
Table 3 
Other Significant Environmental (Survey) Correlations 
 
 
Variable 
 
Place-self 
congruity 
 
Environmental 
fit 
 
Religious 
symbolism 
Self-extension 
/attachment -
negative 
Ability to express 
interests 
0.507 (.004) 0.393 (.029)   
Privacy    -0.403 (.024) 
Meets 
expectations 
0.523 (.003)  0.355 (.05)  
Comfort 0.363 (.049)  0.401 (.025)  
 
 
Personalization of Space   
 
 The following correlations will focus on the degree of personalization of space 
observed in each space (see Table 4). These factors were observed by the researcher and 
rated on a seven point Likert scale using the definitions presented in the Methods chapter 
(see Appendix H), 1 being the lowest level of personalization, 7 being the highest. There 
is a significant positive correlation between the factors of complexity of furniture 
arrangement and decorative complexity, r(29) = .586 p <  .001. Complexity of furniture 
arrangement also has a positive correlation, r(29) = .400 p <  .026, with the factor of use 
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of decoration to create an image.  Non-traditional decoration had positive correlations 
with the factors of decorative complexity, r(29) = .579 p <  .001, and object symbolism, 
r(29) = .440 p < .013.   
 Traditional decoration had several positive correlations with other factors studied. 
It had strong correlations with both decorating for ‘image’, r(29) = .647 p <  .000 and 
decorative complexity, r(29) = .699 p <  .000. Other positive correlations with traditional 
decoration are object symbolism, r(29) = .492 p <  .005, cleanliness, r(29) = .440 p <  
.013 and place-self congruity as previously mentioned. Cleanliness had positive 
correlations with traditional decoration as previously mentioned, and also object 
symbolism, r(29) = .388 p <  .031. Decorative complexity showed the most positive 
correlations of the personalization of space factors with six significant positive 
correlations: traditional decoration, complexity of furniture arrangement, non-traditional 
decoration and place-self congruity (as previously mentioned); object symbolism, r(29) = 
.398 p <  .027 and decoration for image, r(29) = .661 p < .000.  
 The factor of religious symbolism (see Table 4) had positive correlations with the 
factor of object symbolism, r(29) = .416 p <  .02, as well as the two environmental 
factors of comfort and meets expectations as previously mentioned. Object symbolism 
correlated with five other factors all of which were other personalization of space factors. 
The correlations with object symbolism were traditional decoration, nontraditional 
decoration, religious symbolism, decorative complexity and cleanliness; all of which 
have been mentioned previously. The factor of decoration to create an image (see Table 
4) correlated with the three other personalization factors of traditional decoration, 
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decorative complexity and complexity of furniture arrangement all of which have been 
previously mentioned. 
 
Table 4 
Significant Personalization of Space Factor Correlations 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9 10 11 
1. Complexity of 
    furniture arrangement 
    0.586 
(.001) 
  0.400 
(.026) 
   
2. Non-traditional 
    decoration 
    0.579 
(.001) 
 0.440 
(.013) 
    
3. Traditional decoration    0.400 
(.013) 
0.699 
(.000) 
 0.492 
(.005) 
0.647 
(.000) 
0.392 
(.032) 
  
4. Cleanliness   0.400 
(.013) 
   0.388 
(.031) 
    
5. Decorative complexity 0.586 
(.001) 
0.579 
(.001) 
0.699 
(.000) 
   0.398 
(.027) 
0.661 
(.000) 
0.399 
(.029) 
  
6. Religious symbolism       0.416 
(.02) 
  0.401 
(.025) 
0.355 
(.05) 
7. Object symbolism  0.440 
(.013) 
0.492 
(.005) 
0.388 
(.031) 
0.398 
(.027) 
0.416 
(.02) 
     
8. Decoration to create 
    image 
0.400 
(.026) 
 0.647 
(.000) 
 0.661 
(.000) 
   0.384 
(.036) 
  
9. Place-self congruity            
10. Comfort            
11. Meets expectations            
 
  
Interview Questions 
 
 
 The study also consisted of an open-ended question interview along with the 
survey questions and the observational study of the personalization of space factors (see  
Appendix I). In the interview portion of the study participants were asked questions in 
order for the researcher to more fully understand how they felt about their living 
environment.  
 The participants were asked two questions about their thoughts on the concept of 
	  
	  
42 
home, which will be discussed in the following chapter. A separate question posed a 
hypothetical situation, being, if they had only a few moments to gather two items and 
leave their room before it was destroyed, which two items would they take. The answers 
to this question ranged from computers to stuffed animals to textbooks. Although the 
answers were quite interesting and showed what physical items were of greatest value to 
the participants they did not give significant or usable results for this particular study. 
 The participants were also asked questions concerning what their most and least 
liked quality of their rooms were. The answers to these questions could be anything, from 
the view out the window or a stuffed animal being their favorite quality, to the white 
walls and lack of control over the temperature in the room being their least favorite.  The 
answers to these questions were placed into two categories of manipulative and non-
manipulative items. For example, if the participant answered the corkboard, because they 
can display items that show their interests to the question of what do you like most about 
your room, then that answer would go into the manipulative category because it is 
something that the participant can or have changed about their space. For example, a 
response that would go into the non-manipulative category would be if they answered 
that they were unable control the temperature in the room. 
 For the question concerning what the participants liked most about their 
environments, significant positive correlations were found between the manipulative 
category and the personalization of space factors of non-traditional decoration, r(29) = 
.381 p < .034, traditional decoration, r(29) = .464 p < .009, decorative complexity, r(29) 
= .454 p < .01, and decorating to create ‘image’, r(29) = .494 p < .005 (see Appendix K).  
 The question concerning what the participants liked least about their space, there 
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was a significant correlation found between those the non-manipulative category and the 
place identity dimension of environmental fit, r(29) = .610 p <  .000. Therefore, there is a 
possible link between a persons least liked quality of a space being something that they 
are unable to changed and the amount of environmental fit they have with the space. As 
can be seen in Figures 11 and 12, the majority of participants most-liked quality in their 
space was something they could manipulate while the majority of participants least-liked 
quality was something that they could not manipulate. 
 
 
  Figure 11. Distribution of most liked quality of living environment. 
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 Figure 12. Distribution of least liked quality of living environment.  
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
 
 
Place Identity 
 
 
 In Figure 13, the averages for the survey statements are listed from highest to 
lowest. The survey was rated on a Likert scale from 1 to 7; 7 being the most positive. Of 
the three place identity dimensions, environmental fit (fit in and be themselves) is the 
highest with an average of 6.29. Environmental fit refers to fitting into the living 
environment. This may have just as much to do with feelings of camaraderie with others 
living in the housing as they are of similar age and are also students therefore being in a 
similar place in life. It seems that many residents are able to achieve a high-level of 
environmental fit in a temporary student housing setting.  
 The place-self congruity dimension also had a fairly high average at 5.57 (see 
Figure 13). This dimension is defined as the image that the person has of their own 
characteristics as an individual being consistent with the image that the person has of 
their environment. This indicates that the participants recognize their own individuality, 
values and interests in the space. Interestingly it was this dimension of place identity that 
had significant positive correlations with three of the personalization of space factors 
being traditional decoration, decorative complexity and decoration to create an image. 
Therefore, there is a strong possibility of a link between place-self congruity and the 
amount and type of personalization done by those in temporary student housing. More 
specifically, it seems that individuals in temporary student housing whose living 
environment contains a higher amount of decoration are more able to see their living 
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environment as a place that is similar to them because their surroundings have more items 
that remind them of who they are and qualities that they identify with. These findings are 
consistent with the hypothesis stated earlier that there is a relationship between place 
identity and personalization of space. Though it is debatable what constitutes an adequate 
level, it is the opinion of the researcher that the participants in this study were able to gain 
an adequate level of both the place-self congruity and environmental fit dimensions of 
place identity in their temporary living environment.  
 
 
 Figure 13. Survey averages.  
 
 The self-extension/attachment dimension of place identity had a significantly 
lower average than the other two dimensions, with an average of 3.61. This dimension 
has to do with the emotional attachment one has with place as well as the person viewing 
the place as being an extension of themselves, in other words a part of who they are.  
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It is possible that there are multiple reasons for the average of this dimension is in fact, 
the lowest of all the factors on the survey. First, the participants have been living in the 
housing for a relatively short amount of time, most of them less than one year. This does 
not provide the necessary length of time needed for the majority of people to gain a 
strong emotional attachment to a place. This is consistent with other research conducted 
related to place attachment. An emotional attachment is one that is far stronger than 
fitting into an environment or having it feel similar to one’s personality or self-image, 
therefore a high level of this dimension of place identity would be much more likely seen 
in an elderly population with a consistent living environment for several years.  
 Second, because of the emotional element of the self-extension/attachment 
dimension, it can most closely relate to the concept of home. Not just as a physical place 
but also as an abstract social concept centered on being around people with whom the 
individual has a strong emotional connection. There is a possibility that self-extension/ 
attachment can have as much to do with the people in the place as the place itself.  
 In the interview portion of the study the participants were asked two questions 
about home. The first was where they considered to be home. Participants often had a 
puzzled look in response to this question, as if they had not really thought about the 
question before. This may be because this was the first time they have had to think of 
home as somewhere other than a parent’s house. There were two dominant responses to 
this question; their dormitory and the place were their family lives. This suggests that for 
several of the participants the physical place they considered to be home was not the 
place where they currently lived, but the place where their family lives. This may be due 
to the emotional tie they have to the people who live there and also the physical place 
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itself. The emotional tie with home shows a possible link between ones concept of home 
and the self-extension/attachment dimension of place identity.  
 The second question related to the concept of home was similar to the first. The 
question asked the participants what was the first thing they thought of when they heard 
the word home. This question was different from the first in that it asked about home as 
anything instead of limiting it to a physical place. The responses to this question were 
dramatically different than that of the first question (see Figure 14) showing that the same 
person can see home as both a physical setting and as something else entirely. For 
example a person can regard home to be another person, an item or a concept. In Figure 
14, the text size of the word or phrase relates to the number of times it was answered by 
the participant. For example, the word family is in the largest text showing that it was the 
most common answer.  
 It is also important to note that the only significant negative correlation found in 
the study was between the factor of privacy and the self-extension/attachment dimension. 
The higher participants rated the level of the dimension of place identity the  
lower they rated their level of privacy felt in the space.  This gives additional support to 
the idea that social relationships have an effect on one’s emotional attachment to place. 
 It is also important to note that the self-extension dimension did not have 
significant correlations with any of the personalization of space factors. This may be 
because though being surrounded with objects of significance is important in gaining 
attachment with place, it cannot be the single cause of high emotional attachment. 
Therefore, though personalization of space might have some connection to emotional 
	  
	  
49 
 
Figure 14. Visual representation of answers to question about home. 
 
attachment, for those living in temporary housing it will probably not be enough to 
single-handedly cause a high amount of self-extension/attachment.  
 
Other Environmental (Survey) Factors 
 
 
  Privacy had the highest average of the survey factors at 6.29 (see Figure 13). This 
may be because all of the participants for the study were in single rooms, and therefore 
had more privacy than their friends and acquaintances in shared rooms.  
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 It was of interest to the researcher to see if the ability to express one’s interests in 
the space was seen as closely related to the ability to show one’s personality and personal 
values (place-self congruity) to the participant. The average of the ability to express one’s 
interest factor was 5.58, very close to the place-self congruity average of 5.57 (see Figure 
13). The two factors had a strong positive correlation (see Table 3). This shows that there 
is a good possibility that those who are able to express their interests in their living space 
are also very likely to have strong place-self congruity with their space. Ability to express 
one’s interests in their space also had a significant positive correlation with 
environmental fit (see Table 3). Though this was not as strong as the correlation between 
the factor of ability to express interests and place-self congruity it is still significant and 
shows that there is also a possible link between expressing interests and environmental 
fit.    
 The factor of comfort had an average of 5.61 (see Figure 13) and had significant 
positive correlations with place-self congruity and the personalization of space factor of 
religious symbolism (see Table 3). This Indicates there may possibly be a link between 
the ability to show one’s personality and characteristics in the living space and having a 
stronger sense of comfort in the space. This seems to make sense with what one might 
commonly expect, the more one feels like a space is a similar image to themselves the 
more comfortable they would be in a space. The correlation between comfort and 
religious symbolism may reflect that when items that are consistent with their theological 
views surround someone they feel more comfortable in the space.  
Gender Comparisons of the Averages  
for Environmental (Survey) Factors 
 
 In Figure 15 the averages of the survey factors are displayed by gender. For the 
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majority of the factors the averages for men and women were fairly close and therefore 
no meaningful conclusions can be drawn from them for this study. Men had slightly 
higher averages for the factors of privacy, environmental fit, comfort, ability to express 
interests, school work done in the space and socialization done in the space. Women had 
slightly higher averages in place-self congruity, meets expectations and self-extension/ 
attachment.  
 
    
    Figure 15. Gender comparisons of averages for environmental (survey) factors. 
 
Personalization of Space 
 
 In Figure 16 the averages for the personalization of space factors are listed from 
highest to lowest. The factors were rated a on a Likert scale from 1 to 7; 1 being to lowest 
level of each particular factor present and 7 being the highest. 
 There was only a small difference from the factor with the highest average to the 
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factor with the lowest, from 2.9 to 4.97; only 2.07 points on the scale. Object symbolism 
had the highest average at 4.97 (see Figure 16). A possible reason for this would be 
because this demographic had only lived away from parental figures and close peers a 
short time and would want something to remind them of the place they had recently left. 
 Many participants had some form of stuffed animal from their childhood, 
homemade items from parents or peers or other items that had some form of significance 
to them above the original function of the item. For example, in Figure 17, you can see a 
homemade blanket made by the mother of the participant that had quotes of inside family 
jokes and phrases stitched into the border. Also, the blanket was listed by the participant 
as his or her favorite item in the space.  
 The original purpose of the item is simply to keep a person warm while sleeping 
but this is not the reason why it was their favorite item. The actual reason can easily be 
argued it was because of the symbolism placed into the item by the participant.  
 
Figure 16. Personalization of space averages. 
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 Religious symbolism had the lowest average of the personalization of space 
factors at 2.9 (see Figure 16). The reason for this factor having the lowest average may be 
because of a few reasons: first, due to the age demographic of the study many of the 
participants may not have fully embraced a particular religious theology. Second, 
participants may associate religious decorative elements with permanent homes. In order 
for the researcher to understand the full depth of how religious symbolism was used to 
personalize their environment, participants were asked during the interview portion of the 
study if they had any items displayed that had any religious meaning or significance to 
them. In Figure 18 a participant has used clippings from a religious magazine in a manner 
that remind them of their religious convictions showing that religious symbolism can be 
displayed in a variety of ways. 
 
 
 
                                  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
          Figure 17. Object symbolism. (Photo by author) 
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                           Figure 18. Religious symbolism. (Photo by author) 
 
 Decorating to create image seemed to be an important factor in how the 
participants personalized and identified with their spaces. This factor was one of the three 
personalization of space factors that had a significant positive correlation with the place 
identity dimension of place-self congruity (see Table 1). A possible reason why this 
factor had a positive correlation with place-self congruity is because it was a way for the 
participants to create an environment that held the same image they had of themselves, or 
at least that they wanted to have of themselves. As can be seen in Figure 19, this 
participant is displaying both the places they have traveled and where they would like to 
travel. This therefore creates an image of the world traveler to be seen by those that visit, 
and reminding the person living there of the image they want to portray to themselves 
and others. 
	  
	  
55 
 
  
  
   
          Figure 19. Decoration to create an ‘image’. (Photo by author) 
  
 Traditional decoration also had a significant positive correlation with place-self 
congruity. A reason for this correlation could be attributed to peoples want to personalize 
their living environment in order to better identify with it and traditional decoration is the 
most common way they know how to go about doing so.  
 The personalization of space factors can have overlap, and often do. For example 
in Figure 20 this space has a high level of both traditional decoration and decoration to 
create an image.  The image created is one of enthusiasm for the outdoors and even more 
specifically for the animals found outdoors. 
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                  Figure 20. Traditional decoration. (Photo by author) 
 
 Decorative complexity was the third personalization of space factor that 
correlated with place-self congruity. Since this factor is the total level of decoration in the 
space regardless of the type there is no surprise it correlates with place-self congruity. 
Spaces that are high in traditional decoration and decoration to create an image will also 
naturally have a high decorative complexity. Figure 21 shows an example of a space high 
in decorative complexity made up of factors from traditional decoration, non-traditional 
decoration and object symbolism.  
 Cleanliness had significant positive correlations with traditional decoration and 
object symbolism. A reason for a possible link with the factor of traditional decoration 
may be because those who decorate in a more traditional style may be more prone to care 
about the aesthetics and the traditional outward appearance of the space as opposed to 
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                          Figure 21. Decorative Complexity. (Photo by author) 
 
those who are personalizing their space in order to portray a certain image (an image that 
may include a disregard for cleanliness). Figure 22 is an example of a space having a low 
level of cleanliness. 
 Because of the nature of temporary student housing, most all of the furniture is 
supplied and standard, also the living space is quite small. This makes alternative 
arrangements of furniture from the standard layout unusual as it can easily make the 
space less functional. Complexity of furniture arrangement correlations with the factors 
of decorative complexity and decoration for image (see Table 4) are likely because 
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                 Figure 22. Cleanliness, lack of. (Photo by author) 
 
 having a more original furniture arrangement will cause the complexity of the 
space as a whole to increase. Figure 23 is an example of a space with a high level of 
furniture complexity. No potential of a relationship between complexity of furniture 
arrangement and place identity could be found in the study. 
 It is interesting to note that the factor of non-traditional decoration had a positive 
correlation with object symbolism. A reason for a possible relationship between these 
two factors may be because objects that hold special significance for people are not 
always items that are traditionally used for decoration. The items displayed may be 
tickets to a concert or letters from a significant other. In Figure 24 the participant is using 
tickets to different events they have attended as nontraditional decoration. 
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              Figure 23. Complexity of furniture arrangement. (Photo by author) 
 
              
             Figure 24. Non-tradtional decoration. (Photo by author) 
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Gender Comparisons of the  
Personalization of Space Factors 
 
 There are a few interesting items to note from a gender comparison of the 
personalization of space factor averages (see Figure 25). First, men and women showed 
the same level of cleanliness in their living environments, contrary to popular belief that 
women have substantially cleaner living environments than men. Second, women in the 
study decorated substantially more than men in terms of traditional decoration, and men 
decorated more than women in terms of nontraditional decoration. This is possibly 
because men felt more comfortable using nontraditional methods of decorating as if to 
mask the fact they were decorating their space at all. The male participants obviously felt 
the need to personalize their space, maybe they just did not want it to look like they were, 
at least in the traditional sense, decorating.  
 
 
 Figure 25. Gender comparisons of averages for personalization of space factors. 
!"
#"
$"
%"
&"
'"
("
)"
*+
,-.
/"0
12
+3
450
2"
6-
.3
789
3:
";3
7"52
8<
-"
=78
>59
3:
84"
>-
.3
789
3:
"
6-
.3
789
?-
".3
2@
4-A
5/1
"
B4-
8:
45:
-0
0"
B3
2@
4-A
5/1
"3;
";C
7:
5/C
7-
"
D3
:E
/78
>59
3:
84"
>-
.3
789
3:
"
F-
45<
53C
0"0
12
+3
450
2"
G84-"
H-284-"
	  
	  
61 
Interview Questions 
 
 Significant positive correlations were found between the manipulative category 
and the personalization of space factors of non-traditional decoration, traditional 
decoration, decorative complexity and decorating to create an image in the question 
asking what participants liked most about their space. This Indicates that when the quality 
that participants liked most about their space was something that they could change, the 
more likely they were to have higher amounts of the above listed personalization of space 
factors. Therefore, there is a possible link between a person’s most liked quality of a 
space being something that they can personalize and the amount of decorating done in a 
space. 
 It is also interesting to note that when asked what participants liked least about 
their space there was a significant correlation found between those in the non-
manipulative category and the environmental fit dimension of place identity. this 
Indicates that the more likely that what participants liked least about their space was 
something that they could not manipulate, the more likely they were to have a higher 
amount of environmental fit. Hence there is a possible link between a persons least liked 
quality of a space being something that they cannot or have not changed and the amount 
of environmental fit they have with the space. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
 The purpose of this study was to examine how students living in temporary 
student housing personalized their living environments and the relationship between the 
personalization done and the level of place identity attained. The questions were asked: 1) 
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to what degree does place identity occur for those living in temporary student housing? 2) 
In what manner do those living in temporary student housing manipulate their spaces? 3) 
What is the relationship, if any, between how a person has personalized their space, and 
the degree to which he or she experiences place identity? Also, because this is a study of 
the primary residence or home of the participants, special attention was given to the 
concept of home.  
 First, to what degree does place identity occur for those living in temporary 
housing? The answer to this is different for each of the three dimensions of place identity. 
The participants rated statements that measured each of the three dimensions. The 
participants ranked the dimension of environmental fit highest at 6.29 on a 1-7 scale. This 
is arguably an adequately high level of environmental fit. The second highest average 
among the dimensions of place identity was that of place-self congruity at 5.57 on the 1-7 
scale. Though not as high as environmental fit, this dimension was also at a fairly high 
level. The lowest of the three was the dimension of self-extension/attachment at 3.61. The 
comparatively low level of this dimension can possibly be attributed to a lack of 
substantial length of time spent living in the housing. The low level of self-extension/ 
attachment could also be attributed to the lack of feelings of home associated with the 
absence of people with whom the subject has a close emotional bond.   
 Second, in what manner do those living in temporary student housing personalize 
their living environments? The main way that participants in the study personalized their 
spaces was the very meaningful manner of using object symbolism. Object symbolism 
was expressed through various decorating methods. For this reason, object symbolism 
had significant correlations with traditional and non-traditional decoration, as well as 
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religious symbolism. The participants used traditional decoration more than non-
traditional. On the whole, women decorated more than men, though men used higher 
levels of non-traditional decoration than women. Also, the living environments of men 
and women had the same level of cleanliness.  
 Third, what is the relationship between how a person has personalized their space, 
measured by the type and degree of personalization, and the degree to which he or she 
experiences place identity? Though there were many significant correlations found in the 
study, there were three correlations of most relevance. There is a strong possibility of a 
significant relationship between the place-self congruity dimension of place identity and 
personalization of space; more specifically, the personalization of space factors of 
traditional decoration, decorative complexity and decoration to create an image in 
relationship to the place identity dimension of place identity.    
 The last topic of this study was the concept of home.  The location of the study 
was the primary residence of the participants. Did the participants feel that this place was 
actually home? The answer is yes, and no. When asked where is home, the answers were 
mainly split between the place where they came from and the place where they now are 
living. Some of the participants were not even able to decide between the two and stated 
that both places were home. When asked basically what is home (instead of where) the 
main answer was family. This shows that the concept of home can be a very fluid one and 
can mean multiple things to the same person, depending on context, and possibly, one’s 
stage in life.  
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Limitations 
 
 The participants were all English speaking; therefore there was a probable lack of 
cultural diversity. The study was only conducted on one college campus; therefore, the 
possibility exists that results could vary at a different location, particularly a foreign 
location. Due to the population of participants being limited, the sample was one of 
convenience. The study was restricted to those participants living in single rooms in 
traditional style student housing. 
 
Implications for the Design of Temporary Housing 
 
 It is important to note that when participants were questioned about what they 
liked most about their space the most common response was their corkboard. When asked 
why this was the case, the most participants responded that it was because they could put 
photos of people they knew and hobbies they had. It is fascinating that something as 
simple and inexpensive as a corkboard can be the majority of residents favorite quality of 
a room simply because it allows them to express who they are and how they want to be 
perceived by others, therefore helping them to identify with place. 
 Though the participants seemed to express feelings of adequate levels of the 
place-self congruity and environmental fit dimensions of place identity, there is always 
room for improvement. From the results of this study, one way to improve the ability to 
gain a higher sense of place identity in temporary housing would be to provide 
environments that are adaptable for personalization of space by the resident. Simply put, 
allowing for more decoration to be done in the space; be it through the design of the 
space or the regulations of those managing it. For example, each space could have a 
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different colored accent wall and upon arrival each participant could choose which room 
he or she would like depending on the accent color in the room. Therefore, residents 
would instantly have control over design of their space and it would be individualized 
and different from the beginning. 
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 
 
 There are several avenues of research that can come from this study. First, 
because this study was conducted on a single college campus it would be beneficial to see 
if the results would be similar at a different university. Second, more research is needed 
to understand why exactly the participants personalized their space in the manner they 
did, and what outside factors were involved in the process.  
 Third, this study was simply a snapshot of time; therefore a future research study 
could focus on these factors from a longitudinal perspective. Fourth, because this study 
only focused on English speaking participants, future studies could have participants that 
are non-English speaking as well as English speaking. Fifth, further research can be 
conducted on different types of temporary housing; for example, military housing. Sixth, 
more research could be conducted on the gender comparisons of personalization of space 
or decorating choices by those living in temporary housing. Seventh, more research could 
be conducted in the area of personalization of space and control in temporary housing. 
Eighth, there is need for more research to be conducted on the concept of home.  
 The purpose of this study was to better understand the relationship between the 
personalization of one’s physical environment and the degree of place identity the person 
has toward their space, specifically of those living in temporary student housing. 
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Significant positive correlations emerged between the place-self congruity dimension of 
place identity and the personalization of space factors of traditional decoration, 
decorative complexity and decoration to create image. Therefore showing there is a 
possible link between gaining a sense of place identity and the level and type of 
personalization of space displayed in a temporary student housing setting. 
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APPENDIX A. PILOT STUDY SURVEY  
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          Participant #________ 
 
      Exploring the relationship between Place Identity and Manipulation of  
                 Space in Temporary Housing 
    
Please rate the following statements 
  
 
 
When I am in my room I feel like I am home 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
I feel my room is a place where I belong 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
I feel my room is a place that allows me to be myself 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
I feel my room is a place that shows my personality 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
I feel my room is a place that allows me to express my interests 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
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          Participant #________ 
 
I feel comfortable while I am in my room 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
 
I feel my room shows my personal values 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
If my room were to no longer exist, I would feel a sense of loss 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
I feel a sense of emotional attachment to my room 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
  
 
I like to study, or do homework, in my room 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
I like to have people over to hang out in my room 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
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          Participant #________ 
 
I feel like I have privacy while I am in my room 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
I feel like I have control over what is done to my room 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
I like the way my dorm room looks 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
Strongly Disagree     Disagree                   Neutral          Agree                 Strongly Agree 
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Par          Participant #________ 
 
      Exploring the relationship between Place Identity and Manipulation of  
      Space in Temporary Housing  
    
                                                                                                                                                    
 
Please answer the following questions: 
 
Age: 
 
 
Gender: 
 
 
Primary Residence (Where are you from): 
 
 
Religious affiliation: 
 
 
Year in School: 
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          Participant #________ 
 
      Exploring the relationship between Place Identity and Manipulation of  
                 Space in Temporary Housing (observational study) 
   
Complexity of furniture arrangement 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
 
Use of non-traditional decorative elements 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
 
Use of traditional decorative elements 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
 
Cleanliness 
1   2   3   4   5 
 Very Messy             Messy                   Neutral          Clean                    Very Clean 
 
Decorative complexity 
1   2   3   4   5 
Highly Simple             Simple                   Neutral       Complex             Highly Complex 
 
Use of religious symbolism 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
 
Use of object symbolism 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
 
Use of lighting (fixtures and natural) 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
  
Use of color 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount  
 
Use of deliberate decorating 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
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          Participant #________ 
 
Use of non-deliberate decorating 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
 
Use of decorating to create ‘image’ 
1   2   3   4   5 
Very Low Amount     Low Amount       Neutral                  High Amount      Very High Amount 
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          Participant #________ 
 
    Exploring the relationship between Place Identity and Manipulation  
      of Space in Temporary Housing 
 
The following questions will be asked to the participant by the researcher conducting the 
study. 
 
 
  
 If you do not consider this room home, where then, do you consider home? 
 
  
 What types of items have you brought from home for your room? 
 (Bedding, photos, artwork, electronics, furniture, lighting, plants, decorative items) 
 
 
Do any of these items remind you of home? 
 
  
 What items have you purchased new for your room? 
 
 
 How much time would you say you have spent changing or adding things to your room? 
 (Decorative or functional) 
 
 
 How often do you change or add something to your room? 
 
 
What have you done to your room to personalize it to make it fit your style more? 
 
          
            Do you have an example of something that you have in, or have done to your room 
            that your think shows who you are, or your interests? 
 
 
Have you made alterations to your room to make it more comfortable / user friendly? 
 
 
 If so, what?  
 
  
 Does your room now feel more comfortable since you’ve made the changes?  
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          Participant #________ 
 
 
  
 What do you think could be done to your room to make you feel more comfortable? 
 What about your room makes you feel comfortable (or uncomfortable?) 
 
 
Do you like the way your room looks? 
 
 
How many hours daily do you spend in your room, while awake? 
 
  
 Where in your room do you study (if you like to study in your room)? 
 
 
 Why do you like to study elsewhere instead of in your room (If you study elsewhere)? 
 
 
 Why do you like to have people over to hang out in your room?   
 
 
 Do you feel like your room functions well for having people over to hang out? 
 
 
 Why would you rather not have people over to hang out in your room? (If you’d rather 
not have people in your room ) 
 
 
 What about your room makes you feel like you do, of do not, have privacy? 
 
 
 How do you divide the room with your roommate? 
 
 
What do you like most about your room?  Why? (Have participant photograph what they like 
most about their room) 
 
What do you like least about your room? Why? (Have participant photograph what they like 
least about their room) 
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Department of Interior Design 
2910 Old Main Hill 
Logan UT  84322-2910 
Telephone:  (435) 797-1563 
LETTER OF INFORMATION
 
Exploring the relationship between Place Identity and Manipulation of Space in Temporary Housing 
 
USU IRB Approval:  Oct. 29, 2010; Page 1 of 2 
Approval Terminates: 10/28/2011 
Protocol #2767 
IRB Password Protected Per IRB Administrator 
   
 
 
 
Introduction/ Purpose  Professor Beever in the Department of Interior Design at Utah State University 
(USU) and Joshua Rowley, a graduate student, are conducting a research study to find out more about 
how people living in student housing like and use their space.  You have been asked to take part because 
you are a freshman at USU and are living in either Mountain View or Valley View Towers.  There will 
be approximately 10 total participants in this research.   
 
Procedures  If you agree to be in this research study, you will participate in an audio recorded interview 
to answer a series of questions about your dorm room.  You will also be asked to take two photos of 
your living residence.  All personal identifiers in the photos will be blurred out.   Your participation in 
this one time study will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.   
 
Risks  There is minimal risk in participating in this study.  
 
Benefits  There may not be any direct benefit to you from participating in this study.  However, there 
may be a benefit to the design community that lies in the potential of better understanding the needs of 
those living in temporary student housing.  This in turn benefits society as designers are better able to fit 
the needs of those living in this form of housing. 
 
Explanation & offer to answer questions  Joshua Rowley has explained this research study to you and 
answered your questions. If you have other questions or research-related problems, you may reach 
Professor Beever at (435) 797-1563 or meaghan.beever@usu.edu. You can also reach Joshua Rowley at 
(801) 389-5330 or josh.r@aggiemail.usu.edu . 
 
Voluntary nature of participation and right to withdraw without consequence Participation in 
research is entirely voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time without 
consequence or loss of benefits  
 
Confidentiality  Research records will be kept confidential, consistent with federal and state 
regulations. Only Meaghan Beever and Joshua Rowley will have access to the data which will be kept in 
a locked file cabinet in a locked room.  To protect your privacy, personal, identifiable information will 
not be collected.  Photographs will be kept indefinitely for the purpose of developing future studies.  
Items in the photographs taken that can be directly linked the identity of the participant will be blurred.  
Voice recorded data will be used only for the researchers notes, will not be published and will be 
destroyed at the conclusion of the study in May of 2011. 
 
IRB Approval Statement The Institutional Review Board for the protection of human participants at 
Utah State University has approved this research study.   If you have any questions or concerns about 
your rights or a research-related injury and would like to contact someone other than the research team, 
you may contact the IRB Administrator at (435) 797-0567 or email irb@usu.edu to obtain information 
or to offer input.   
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Department of Interior Design 
2910 Old Main Hill 
Logan UT  84322-2910 
Telephone:  (435) 797-1563 
LETTER OF INFORMATION
 
Exploring the relationship between Place Identity and Manipulation of Space in Temporary Housing 
 
USU IRB Approval:  Oct. 29, 2010; Page 1 of 2 
Approval Terminates: 10/28/2011 
Protocol #2767 
IRB Password Protected Per IRB Administrator 
   
 
 
Investigator Statement “I certify that the research study has been explained to the individual, by me or 
my research staff, and that the individual understands the nature and purpose, the possible risks and 
benefits associated with taking part in this research study. Any questions that have been raised have 
been answered.”  
 
  
_______________________________  ______________________________ 
Meaghan Beever, Principal Investigator  Joshua Rowley, Student Researcher 
 (435) 797-1563     (801) 389-5330  
Meaghan.beever@usu.edu    josh.r@aggiemail.usu.edu  
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Pilot Study Data Code Sheet: 
 
S1 = Survey Question 1  
S2 = Survey Question 2  
S3 = Survey Question 3  
S4 = Survey Question 4 
S5 = Survey Question 5 
S6 = Survey Question 6  
S7 = Survey Question 7 
S8 = Survey Question 8  
S9 = Survey Question 9 
S10 = Survey Question 10 
S11 = Survey Question 11 
S12 = Survey Question 12 
S13 = Survey Question 13 
S13_AS13 = Survey Question 14 
- See Appendix A for Survey Questions 
 
 
D1 = Demographical Question, Age 
D2 = Demographical Question, Gender 
D4 = Demographical Question, Religious Affiliation 
D5 = Demographical Question, Year in School 
D6 = Demographical Question, Single or Double room 
- See Appendix A for Demographical Questions 
 
 
M1 = Observational Sheet Question 1  
M2 = Observational Sheet Question 2 
M3 = Observational Sheet Question 3 
M4 = Observational Sheet Question 4 
M5 = Observational Sheet Question 5 
M6 = Observational Sheet Question 6 
M7 = Observational Sheet Question 7 
M8 = Observational Sheet Question 8 
M9 = Observational Sheet Question 9 
M10 = Observational Sheet Question 10 
M11 = Observational Sheet Question 11 
M12 = Observational Sheet Question 12 
- See Appendix B for Observational Sheet Questions 
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DATASET ACTIVATE DataSet4. 
CORRELATIONS 
  /VARIABLES=s1 s2 s3 s4 s5 s6 s7 s8 s9 s10 s11 s12 s13 m1 m2 m3 m4 m5 m6 m7 
m8 m9 d1 d2 d4 d5 d6 
    V30 V31 s13_A m10 m11 m12 
  /PRINT=TWOTAIL NOSIG 
  /MISSING=PAIRWISE. 
 
 
 
Correlations 
 
 
 
Notes 
Output Created 29-Mar-2011 19:13:43 
Comments   
Data C:\statistics\Joshua Rowley\pilot_1.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet4 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
Input 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
10 
Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Missing Value Handling 
Cases Used Statistics for each pair of variables are 
based on all the cases with valid data 
for that pair. 
Syntax CORRELATIONS 
  /VARIABLES=s1 s2 s3 s4 s5 s6 s7 s8 
s9 s10 s11 s12 s13 m1 m2 m3 m4 m5 
m6 m7 m8 m9 d1 d2 d4 d5 d6 
    V30 V31 s13_A m10 m11 m12 
  /PRINT=TWOTAIL NOSIG 
  /MISSING=PAIRWISE. 
 
Processor Time 00:00:00.047 Resources 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.046 
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[DataSet4] C:\statistics\Joshua Rowley\pilot_1.sav 
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.13
5 
-
.62
0 
1 .78
0** 
.08
9 
.46
5 
.55
5 
.27
7 
-
.15
7 
.04
9 
.37
4 
.39
2 
.21
0 
-
.20
7 
-
.27
3 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.75
1 
.56
7 
.15
6 
.15
6 
.23
5 
.70
9 
.05
6 
 .00
8 
.80
8 
.17
6 
.09
6 
.43
8 
.66
6 
.89
3 
.28
7 
.26
2 
.56
1 
.56
7 
.44
5 
s8 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.23
3 
.18
0 
-
.16
8 
-
.44
9 
-
.56
9 
-
.35
3 
-
.86
8** 
.78
0** 
1 .18
0 
.29
2 
.60
2 
.40
2 
.21
2 
.15
6 
.42
0 
.56
8 
.45
5 
-
.56
9 
.04
7 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.51
6 
.62
0 
.64
2 
.19
3 
.08
6 
.31
7 
.00
1 
.00
8 
 .62
0 
.41
3 
.06
5 
.25
0 
.55
7 
.66
8 
.22
7 
.08
7 
.18
6 
.08
6 
.89
6 
s9 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
.29
2 
.52
4 
-
.15
6 
.06
7 
.04
8 
.53
0 
-
.19
0 
.08
9 
.18
0 
1 .10
7 
.31
9 
.00
0 
.03
6 
-
.03
4 
.02
2 
.22
6 
.12
1 
-
.19
0 
-
.11
3 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.41
3 
.12
0 
.66
7 
.85
4 
.89
6 
.11
5 
.59
8 
.80
8 
.62
0 
 .76
8 
.36
8 
1.0
00 
.92
1 
.92
6 
.95
3 
.53
0 
.74
0 
.59
8 
.75
6 
s10 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
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Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
.09
3 
-
.25
0 
-
.54
7 
-
.35
1 
-
.25
0 
-
.05
5 
-
.04
2 
.46
5 
.29
2 
.10
7 
1 .83
9** 
.14
0 
.02
1 
-
.02
0 
.35
8 
.69
2* 
.31
7 
-
.04
2 
.15
4 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.79
9 
.48
6 
.10
2 
.31
9 
.48
6 
.88
1 
.90
9 
.17
6 
.41
3 
.76
8 
 .00
2 
.70
0 
.95
4 
.95
7 
.31
0 
.02
7 
.37
2 
.90
9 
.67
1 
s11 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
.00
0 
.00
0 
-
.34
9 
-
.34
9 
-
.37
3 
.00
0 
-
.37
3 
.55
5 
.60
2 
.31
9 
.83
9** 
1 .50
0 
.37
7 
.17
6 
.50
6 
.70
7* 
.56
7 
-
.37
3 
.19
7 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
1.0
00 
1.0
00 
.32
3 
.32
3 
.28
9 
1.0
00 
.28
9 
.09
6 
.06
5 
.36
8 
.00
2 
 .14
1 
.28
3 
.62
6 
.13
6 
.02
2 
.08
7 
.28
9 
.58
6 
s12 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.20
8 
.00
0 
.34
9 
.00
0 
.18
6 
.24
4 
-
.37
3 
.27
7 
.40
2 
.00
0 
.14
0 
.50
0 
1 .47
1 
.08
8 
.33
7 
.26
5 
.28
3 
-
.65
2* 
.19
7 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.56
5 
1.0
00 
.32
3 
1.0
00 
.60
6 
.49
7 
.28
9 
.43
8 
.25
0 
1.0
00 
.70
0 
.14
1 
 .17
0 
.80
9 
.34
1 
.45
9 
.42
7 
.04
1 
.58
6 
s13 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.51
6 
-
.08
4 
.14
5 
.27
6 
-
.22
5 
-
.20
2 
-
.22
5 
-
.15
7 
.21
2 
.03
6 
.02
1 
.37
7 
.47
1 
1 .79
0** 
.66
0* 
.00
0 
.85
4** 
-
.22
5 
.64
5* 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.12
7 
.81
7 
.69
0 
.44
0 
.53
3 
.57
5 
.53
3 
.66
6 
.55
7 
.92
1 
.95
4 
.28
3 
.17
0 
 .00
7 
.03
8 
1.0
00 
.00
2 
.53
3 
.04
4 
m1 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.68
8* 
-
.44
7 
-
.25
8 
.35
7 
-
.31
5 
-
.32
7 
-
.18
4 
.04
9 
.15
6 
-
.03
4 
-
.02
0 
.17
6 
.08
8 
.79
0** 
1 .80
8** 
-
.24
9 
.86
6** 
.21
0 
.50
7 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.02
8 
.19
6 
.47
1 
.31
1 
.37
5 
.35
7 
.61
1 
.89
3 
.66
8 
.92
6 
.95
7 
.62
6 
.80
9 
.00
7 
 .00
5 
.48
7 
.00
1 
.56
0 
.13
5 
m2 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
m3 Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.72
8* 
-
.55
3 
-
.42
4 
.28
3 
-
.17
6 
-
.23
0 
-
.42
7 
.37
4 
.42
0 
.02
2 
.35
8 
.50
6 
.33
7 
.66
0* 
.80
8** 
1 .17
9 
.89
2** 
-
.11
3 
.65
0* 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.01
7 
.09
7 
.22
2 
.42
9 
.62
7 
.52
2 
.21
8 
.28
7 
.22
7 
.95
3 
.31
0 
.13
6 
.34
1 
.03
8 
.00
5 
 .62
1 
.00
1 
.75
6 
.04
2 
 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
.00
0 
.26
4 
-
.12
3 
-
.24
7 
-
.13
2 
-
.17
3 
-
.26
4 
.39
2 
.56
8 
.22
6 
.69
2* 
.70
7* 
.26
5 
.00
0 
-
.24
9 
.17
9 
1 .20
0 
-
.39
5 
.20
9 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
1.0
00 
.46
2 
.73
4 
.49
2 
.71
7 
.63
4 
.46
2 
.26
2 
.08
7 
.53
0 
.02
7 
.02
2 
.45
9 
1.0
00 
.48
7 
.62
1 
 .57
9 
.25
8 
.56
3 
m4 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.62
8 
-
.28
2 
-
.26
4 
.13
2 
-
.42
3 
-
.36
9 
-
.42
3 
.21
0 
.45
5 
.12
1 
.31
7 
.56
7 
.28
3 
.85
4** 
.86
6** 
.89
2** 
.20
0 
1 -
.14
1 
.67
0* 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.05
2 
.43
0 
.46
1 
.71
6 
.22
4 
.29
4 
.22
4 
.56
1 
.18
6 
.74
0 
.37
2 
.08
7 
.42
7 
.00
2 
.00
1 
.00
1 
.57
9 
 .69
8 
.03
4 
m5 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.06
2 
-
.38
9 
-
.28
6 
.23
4 
.02
8 
-
.14
5 
.72
2* 
-
.20
7 
-
.56
9 
-
.19
0 
-
.04
2 
-
.37
3 
-
.65
2* 
-
.22
5 
.21
0 
-
.11
3 
-
.39
5 
-
.14
1 
1 -
.24
9 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.86
5 
.26
7 
.42
3 
.51
5 
.93
9 
.68
8 
.01
8 
.56
7 
.08
6 
.59
8 
.90
9 
.28
9 
.04
1 
.53
3 
.56
0 
.75
6 
.25
8 
.69
8 
 .48
7 
m6 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.67
0* 
-
.32
3 
.09
6 
.37
1 
.11
7 
-
.32
7 
-
.17
6 
-
.27
3 
.04
7 
-
.11
3 
.15
4 
.19
7 
.19
7 
.64
5* 
.50
7 
.65
0* 
.20
9 
.67
0* 
-
.24
9 
1 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.03
4 
.36
3 
.79
1 
.29
1 
.74
7 
.35
7 
.62
7 
.44
5 
.89
6 
.75
6 
.67
1 
.58
6 
.58
6 
.04
4 
.13
5 
.04
2 
.56
3 
.03
4 
.48
7 
 
m7 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.59
3 
-
.24
6 
.16
6 
.16
6 
.02
7 
-
.23
2 
.02
7 
.15
2 
.25
0 
-
.01
2 
.36
9 
.55
0 
.55
0 
.64
2* 
.49
7 
.56
8 
.38
9 
.62
3 
.02
7 
.44
0 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.07
1 
.49
4 
.64
6 
.64
6 
.94
0 
.51
8 
.94
0 
.67
4 
.48
6 
.97
4 
.29
5 
.10
0 
.10
0 
.04
6 
.14
4 
.08
7 
.26
7 
.05
4 
.94
0 
.20
3 
m8 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
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Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.18
6 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.15
6 
.33
3 
.21
8 
.00
0 
.12
4 
.18
0 
.42
9 
.62
5 
.67
1* 
.44
7 
.25
3 
.00
0 
.37
7 
.71
2* 
.33
8 
-
.25
0 
.44
0 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.60
8 
1.0
00 
1.0
00 
.66
7 
.34
7 
.54
5 
1.0
00 
.73
3 
.62
0 
.21
7 
.05
3 
.03
4 
.19
5 
.48
1 
1.0
00 
.28
3 
.02
1 
.33
9 
.48
6 
.20
3 
m9 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.24
8 
-
.16
7 
.02
6 
.02
6 
-
.02
8 
.14
5 
-
.02
8 
.00
0 
.04
5 
.42
9 
.35
4 
.55
9 
.37
3 
.64
6* 
.51
2 
.49
0 
.06
6 
.63
4* 
-
.02
8 
.39
6 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.49
0 
.64
5 
.94
3 
.94
3 
.93
9 
.68
8 
.93
9 
1.0
00 
.90
2 
.21
7 
.31
5 
.09
3 
.28
9 
.04
4 
.13
0 
.15
1 
.85
7 
.04
9 
.93
9 
.25
7 
d1 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
.55
7 
.33
3 
.46
9 
-
.15
6 
.33
3 
.21
8 
.66
7* 
-
.37
2 
-
.53
9 
-
.14
3 
-
.25
0 
-
.44
7 
-
.22
4 
-
.59
0 
-
.70
9* 
-
.90
5** 
-
.15
8 
-
.84
5** 
.33
3 
-
.61
6 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.09
4 
.34
7 
.17
2 
.66
7 
.34
7 
.54
5 
.03
5 
.29
0 
.10
8 
.69
4 
.48
6 
.19
5 
.53
5 
.07
3 
.02
2 
.00
0 
.66
3 
.00
2 
.34
7 
.05
8 
d2 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.06
2 
-
.11
1 
-
.15
6 
-
.15
6 
-
.11
1 
.21
8 
-
.11
1 
.20
7 
.18
0 
.52
4 
.58
3 
.74
5* 
.37
3 
.47
7 
.34
2 
.45
2 
.26
4 
.56
3 
-
.11
1 
.26
4 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.86
5 
.76
0 
.66
7 
.66
7 
.76
0 
.54
5 
.76
0 
.56
7 
.62
0 
.12
0 
.07
7 
.01
3 
.28
9 
.16
3 
.33
4 
.18
9 
.46
2 
.09
0 
.76
0 
.46
1 
d4 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.28
4 
-
.14
5 
-
.03
4 
-
.03
4 
-
.14
5 
.04
8 
-
.14
5 
.13
5 
.23
5 
.37
4 
.49
1 
.73
2* 
.48
8 
.71
7* 
.53
3 
.59
2 
.25
9 
.73
8* 
-
.14
5 
.44
2 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.42
7 
.68
8 
.92
6 
.92
6 
.68
8 
.89
6 
.68
8 
.70
9 
.51
3 
.28
7 
.15
0 
.01
6 
.15
3 
.02
0 
.11
3 
.07
1 
.47
0 
.01
5 
.68
8 
.20
1 
d5 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
d6 Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.55
7 
-
.16
7 
.15
6 
.15
6 
-
.16
7 
-
.21
8 
-
.16
7 
.00
0 
.26
9 
.07
1 
.25
0 
.55
9 
.55
9 
.92
6** 
.70
9* 
.67
8* 
.19
8 
.84
5** 
-
.16
7 
.61
6 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.09
4 
.64
5 
.66
7 
.66
7 
.64
5 
.54
5 
.64
5 
1.0
00 
.45
2 
.84
5 
.48
6 
.09
3 
.09
3 
.00
0 
.02
2 
.03
1 
.58
4 
.00
2 
.64
5 
.05
8 
 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
.a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
V30 
N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
.a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
V31 
N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.61
2 
.a .64
5 
.16
7 
.00
0 
-
.16
7 
-
.61
2 
.21
8 
.64
5 
-
.64
5 
-
.87
3 
-
.40
8 
.56
0 
.32
3 
.32
0 
.16
7 
-
.76
4 
.00
0 
-
.37
3 
-
.21
0 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.27
2 
.00
0 
.23
9 
.78
9 
1.0
00 
.78
9 
.27
2 
.72
4 
.23
9 
.23
9 
.05
3 
.49
5 
.32
6 
.59
6 
.59
9 
.78
9 
.13
3 
1.0
00 
.53
7 
.73
5 
s13
_A 
s13 
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.61
2 
.a .64
5 
.16
7 
.00
0 
-
.16
7 
.40
8 
-
.32
7 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.21
8 
.61
2 
.56
0 
.96
8** 
.72
1 
1.0
00*
* 
.32
7 
.91
3* 
.00
0 
.49
0 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.27
2 
.00
0 
.23
9 
.78
9 
1.0
00 
.78
9 
.49
5 
.59
1 
1.0
00 
1.0
00 
.72
4 
.27
2 
.32
6 
.00
7 
.17
0 
.00
0 
.59
1 
.03
0 
1.0
00 
.40
2 
m1
0 
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.25
0 
.a .00
0 
.40
8 
.00
0 
-
.40
8 
-
.25
0 
-
.13
4 
.00
0 
-
.79
1 
-
.80
2 
-
1.0
00*
* 
-
.34
3 
-
.39
5 
-
.19
6 
-
.61
2 
-
.53
5 
-
.55
9 
.00
0 
-
.08
6 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.68
5 
.00
0 
1.0
00 
.49
5 
1.0
00 
.49
5 
.68
5 
.83
0 
1.0
00 
.11
1 
.10
3 
.00
0 
.57
2 
.51
0 
.75
2 
.27
2 
.35
3 
.32
7 
1.0
00 
.89
1 
m1
1 
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
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Pearso
n 
Correlat
ion 
-
.45
6 
.a .00
0 
.37
3 
-
.28
9 
-
.74
5 
.91
3* 
-
.73
2 
-
.57
7 
-
.28
9 
.24
4 
.00
0 
-
.47
0 
.43
3 
.53
7 
.37
3 
.48
8 
.61
2 
.66
7 
.62
6 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.44
0 
.00
0 
1.0
00 
.53
7 
.63
8 
.14
8 
.03
0 
.16
0 
.30
8 
.63
8 
.69
2 
1.0
00 
.42
5 
.46
6 
.35
1 
.53
7 
.40
4 
.27
2 
.21
9 
.25
8 
m1
2 
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
a. Cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is constant. 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Correlations 
 
m8 m9 d1 d2 d4 d5 d6 V30 V31 
s13_A 
s13 m10 m11 m12 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.593 -.186 -.248 .557 -.062 -.284 -.557 .a .a -.612 -.612 -.250 -.456 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.071 .608 .490 .094 .865 .427 .094 . . .272 .272 .685 .440 
s1 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.246 .000 -.167 .333 -.111 -.145 -.167 .a .a .a .a .a .a 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.494 1.00
0 
.645 .347 .760 .688 .645 . . .000 .000 .000 .000 
s2 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.166 .000 .026 .469 -.156 -.034 .156 .a .a .645 .645 .000 .000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.646 1.00
0 
.943 .172 .667 .926 .667 . . .239 .239 1.00
0 
1.00
0 
s3 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.166 .156 .026 -.156 -.156 -.034 .156 .a .a .167 .167 .408 .373 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.646 .667 .943 .667 .667 .926 .667 . . .789 .789 .495 .537 
s4 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.027 .333 -.028 .333 -.111 -.145 -.167 .a .a .000 .000 .000 -.289 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.940 .347 .939 .347 .760 .688 .645 . . 1.000 1.00
0 
1.00
0 
.638 
s5 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
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Pearson 
Correlation 
-.232 .218 .145 .218 .218 .048 -.218 .a .a -.167 -.167 -.408 -.745 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.518 .545 .688 .545 .545 .896 .545 . . .789 .789 .495 .148 
s6 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.027 .000 -.028 .667* -.111 -.145 -.167 .a .a -.612 .408 -.250 .913* 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.940 1.00
0 
.939 .035 .760 .688 .645 . . .272 .495 .685 .030 
s7 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.152 .124 .000 -.372 .207 .135 .000 .a .a .218 -.327 -.134 -.732 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.674 .733 1.00
0 
.290 .567 .709 1.00
0 
. . .724 .591 .830 .160 
s8 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.250 .180 .045 -.539 .180 .235 .269 .a .a .645 .000 .000 -.577 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.486 .620 .902 .108 .620 .513 .452 . . .239 1.00
0 
1.00
0 
.308 
s9 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.012 .429 .429 -.143 .524 .374 .071 .a .a -.645 .000 -.791 -.289 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.974 .217 .217 .694 .120 .287 .845 . . .239 1.00
0 
.111 .638 
s10 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.369 .625 .354 -.250 .583 .491 .250 .a .a -.873 .218 -.802 .244 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.295 .053 .315 .486 .077 .150 .486 . . .053 .724 .103 .692 
s11 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.550 .671* .559 -.447 .745* .732* .559 .a .a -.408 .612 -
1.00
0** 
.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.100 .034 .093 .195 .013 .016 .093 . . .495 .272 .000 1.00
0 
s12 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
s13 Pearson 
Correlation 
.550 .447 .373 -.224 .373 .488 .559 .a .a .560 .560 -.343 -.470 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.100 .195 .289 .535 .289 .153 .093 . . .326 .326 .572 .425  
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.642* .253 .646* -.590 .477 .717* .926*
* 
.a .a .323 .968*
* 
-.395 .433 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.046 .481 .044 .073 .163 .020 .000 . . .596 .007 .510 .466 
m1 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.497 .000 .512 -
.709* 
.342 .533 .709* .a .a .320 .721 -.196 .537 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.144 1.00
0 
.130 .022 .334 .113 .022 . . .599 .170 .752 .351 
m2 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.568 .377 .490 -
.905*
* 
.452 .592 .678* .a .a .167 1.00
0** 
-.612 .373 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.087 .283 .151 .000 .189 .071 .031 . . .789 .000 .272 .537 
m3 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.389 .712* .066 -.158 .264 .259 .198 .a .a -.764 .327 -.535 .488 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.267 .021 .857 .663 .462 .470 .584 . . .133 .591 .353 .404 
m4 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.623 .338 .634* -
.845*
* 
.563 .738* .845*
* 
.a .a .000 .913* -.559 .612 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.054 .339 .049 .002 .090 .015 .002 . . 1.000 .030 .327 .272 
m5 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.027 -.250 -.028 .333 -.111 -.145 -.167 .a .a -.373 .000 .000 .667 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.940 .486 .939 .347 .760 .688 .645 . . .537 1.00
0 
1.00
0 
.219 
m6 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.440 .440 .396 -.616 .264 .442 .616 .a .a -.210 .490 -.086 .626 m7 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.203 .203 .257 .058 .461 .201 .058 . . .735 .402 .891 .258 
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 N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
1 .655* .655* -.246 .573 .751* .860*
* 
.a .a .167 1.00
0** 
-.612 .373 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
 .040 .040 .494 .083 .012 .001 . . .789 .000 .272 .537 
m8 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.655* 1 .583 -.200 .667* .655* .500 .a .a -.490 .560 -.772 .157 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.040  .077 .580 .035 .040 .141 . . .402 .326 .126 .801 
m9 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.655* .583 1 -.333 .944*
* 
.964*
* 
.792*
* 
.a .a -.264 .791 -
.968*
* 
.118 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.040 .077  .347 .000 .000 .006 . . .668 .111 .007 .850 
d1 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.246 -.200 -.333 1 -.333 -.436 -.500 .a .a .a .a .a .a 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.494 .580 .347  .347 .207 .141 . . .000 .000 .000 .000 
d2 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.573 .667* .944*
* 
-.333 1 .946*
* 
.667* .a .a -.408 .612 -
1.00
0** 
.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.083 .035 .000 .347  .000 .035 . . .495 .272 .000 1.00
0 
d4 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.751* .655* .964*
* 
-.436 .946*
* 
1 .873*
* 
.a .a -.210 .840 -
.943* 
.157 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.012 .040 .000 .207 .000  .001 . . .735 .075 .016 .801 
d5 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.860*
* 
.500 .792*
* 
-.500 .667* .873*
* 
1 .a .a .167 1.00
0** 
-.612 .373 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.001 .141 .006 .141 .035 .001  . . .789 .000 .272 .537 
d6 
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 5 5 5 5 
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Pearson 
Correlation 
.a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. . . . . . .  . . . . . 
V30 
N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a .a 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. . . . . . . .  . . . . 
V31 
N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.167 -.490 -.264 .a -.408 -.210 .167 .a .a 1 .167 .408 -.373 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.789 .402 .668 .000 .495 .735 .789 . .  .789 .495 .537 
s13_A 
s13 
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
1.00
0** 
.560 .791 .a .612 .840 1.00
0** 
.a .a .167 1 -.612 .373 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .326 .111 .000 .272 .075 .000 . . .789  .272 .537 
m10 
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.612 -.772 -
.968*
* 
.a -
1.00
0** 
-
.943* 
-.612 .a .a .408 -.612 1 .000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.272 .126 .007 .000 .000 .016 .272 . . .495 .272  1.00
0 
m11 
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 0 5 5 5 5 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.373 .157 .118 .a .000 .157 .373 .a .a -.373 .373 .000 1 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.537 .801 .850 .000 1.00
0 
.801 .537 . . .537 .537 1.00
0 
 
m12 
N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 0 5 5 5 5 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
a. Cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is constant. 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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APPENDIX F. MAIN STUDY INFORMATION FLYER 
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APPENDIX G. MAIN STUDY SURVEY 
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35 
 
                          Residence hall room study 
 
Using the scale provided, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by 
filling in the circle that corresponds to your desired response 
  
         
  
                                                                     1 2 3 4 5 6   7 
1.  I like to have people over to hang out in my 
room. 
 O O O O O O O 
2.  I don’t like to do school work in my room. 
 
 O O O O O O O 
3.  My room doesn’t feel comfortable to me.  
 
O O O O O O O 
4.  My room is a place where I can express my 
interests. 
 O O O O O O O 
5.  My room is a place where I fit in and can be 
myself. 
 O O O O O O O 
6. I don’t feel I have privacy in my room. 
 
 O O O O O O O 
7.  My room is a place that shows my 
personality and personal values. 
 O O O O O O O 
8. I don’t feel I have control over what my 
room looks like. 
 O O O O O O O 
9.  I feel a sense of emotional attachment to my 
room.  
 O O O O O O O 
10.  My room meets my expectations of what I 
thought it would be like. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Strongly  
Disagree 
Strongly 
    Agree 
 15. Is there anything about your room that you would like to add? (continue on back of this paper if needed) 
11. How many hours each day do you normally spend in your room while 
awake? A. 0-2 hours                B.   2-4 hours                 C.  4-6 hours               D.  6 or more hours 
12. How many hours each day do you normally spend doing school work in your room? 
A.  0-1 hours              B.   1-2 hours                  C.  2-3 hours               D.   3 or more hours 
 13. How many hours each day do you normally spend hanging out with other people in your room? 
 
A. 0-1 hours               B.   1-2 hours                  C.  2-3 hours               D.   3 or more hours 
 
14. How often do you change or add something to your room? 
A. Once a week         B.   2-3 times a month     C.  Once a month       D.   Less than once a month 
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APPENDIX H. MAIN STUDY OBSERVATIONAL SHEET 
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38 
 
      Exploring the relationship between place identity and manipulation of space in temporary housing 
    
 
OBSERVATIONAL STUDY – COMPLETED BY THE RESEARCHER 
 
  
         
  
                                                                     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1.  Complexity of furniture arrangement 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
2.  Use of non-traditional decorative elements 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
3.  Use of traditional decorative elements 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
4.  Cleanliness 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
5.  Decorative complexity 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
6.  Use of religious symbolism 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
7.  Use of object symbolism 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
8.  Use of decorating to create ‘image’ 
 
 
 O O O O O O O 
 
  Very Low / 
Messy / Simple 
Very High /  
Clean / Complex 
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APPENDIX I. MAIN STUDY INTERVIEW SHEET 
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36 
 
    Exploring the relationship between place identity and manipulation of space in temporary housing 
 
 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Where do you consider to be your home? 
What about this place makes you feel like you are home? 
 
When you think about the term home, where do you think about? 
 
What about your room do you think could be different to make it more livable? 
 
What do you like most about your room?  Why? (Have participant photograph what they like 
most about their room) 
 
Tell me about your room… 
What changes have you made to it since you’ve moved in?  
Do you like your room more now more or less than when you moved in?   
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Demographics:  Age:   Gender:  Primary Residence:   
    
              
   Religious affiliation:    Year in School: 
What do you like least about your room? Why? (Have participant photograph what they like 
least about their room) 
 
If your room was about to be destroyed and you had time to take any 2 items in your room 
with you, which 2 items would you take? (object symbolism) 
 
Ask questions related to decorative items found in the room in order to better understand ‘use 
of decorating to create image’ factor on the observational study sheet. 
 
Has the thought of what others might say or think has factored into how your rooms looks?  
Would you personalize it any differently if what others think didn’t factor in at all to how it 
looks. 
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APPENDIX J. MAIN STUDY LETTER OF INFORMATION 
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Department of Interior Design 
2910 Old Main Hill 
Logan UT  84322-2910 
Telephone:  (435) 797-1563 
LETTER OF INFORMATION
 
Exploring the relationship between Place Identity and Manipulation of Space in Temporary Housing 
 
Page 1 of 2 
USU Original Approval:  Oct. 29, 2010 
USU IRB Certified Exempt: Feb. 3, 2011   
 Exempt Certification Expires: 02/02/2014    
Protocol Number: 2767   
IRB Password Protected per IRB Administrator   
 
Introduction/ Purpose  Professor Brooks in the Department of Interior Design at Utah State University 
is conducting a research study to find out more about how people living in student housing like and use 
their space.  You have been asked to take part because you are a freshman at Utah State University and 
are living in either Mountain View or Valley View Towers.  There will be approximately 40 total 
participants in this research.  This research will be conducted by Joshua Rowley, a graduate student at 
Utah State University. 
 
Procedures  If you agree to be in this research study, you will participate in answering a series of 
questions about your dorm room.  This interview will be audio recorded in order for the researcher to 
insure an accurate account of the interview proceedings.  You will also be asked to take two photos of 
your living residence.  All personal identifiers in the photos will be blurred out.   Your participation in 
this one time study will take approximately 5 -7 minutes to complete.   
 
Risks  There is minimal risk in participating in this research.  
 
Benefits  There will most likely not be any direct benefit to you from participating in this study.  
However, there may be a benefit to the design community that lies in the potential of better 
understanding the needs of those living in temporary student housing.  This in turn benefits society as 
designers are better able to fit the needs of those living in this form of housing. 
 
Explanation & offer to answer questions  Joshua Rowley has explained this research study to you and 
answered your questions. If you have other questions or research-related problems, you may reach 
Professor Brooks at (435) 797-1563 or darrin.brooks@usu.edu . You may also reach Joshua Rowley at 
(801) 389-5330 or josh.r@aggiemail.usu.edu . 
 
Payment/Compensation You will receive a free ‘lock out’ courtesy of your RA for participation in this 
study. 
 
Voluntary nature of participation and right to withdraw without consequence Participation in 
research is entirely voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time without 
consequence or loss of benefits.   
 
Confidentiality  Research records will be kept confidential, consistent with federal and state 
regulations. Only the investigators (Darrin Brooks and Joshua Rowley) will have access to the data 
which will be kept in a locked file cabinet in a locked room.  To protect your privacy, personal, 
identifiable information will not be collected.  Photographs will be kept indefinitely for the purpose of 
developing future studies.  Items in the photographs taken that can be directly linked to your identity  
will be blurred.  Voice recorded data will be used only for the researchers notes and will not be 
published.  The audio recordings will be destroyed at the conclusion of the study in May of 2011. 
 
IRB Approval Statement The Institutional Review Board for the protection of human participants at 
Utah State University has approved this research study.   If you have any questions or concerns about 
your rights or a research-related injury and would like to contact someone other than the research team, 
you may contact the IRB Administrator at (435) 797-0567 or email irb@usu.edu to obtain information 
or to offer input.   
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Department of Interior Design 
2910 Old Main Hill 
Logan UT  84322-2910 
Telephone:  (435) 797-1563 
LETTER OF INFORMATION
 
Exploring the relationship between Place Identity and Manipulation of Space in Temporary Housing 
 
Page 2 of 2 
USU Original Approval:  Oct. 29, 2010 
USU IRB Certified Exempt: Feb. 3, 2011   
 Exempt Certification Expires: 02/02/2014    
Protocol Number: 2767   
IRB Password Protected per IRB Administrator   
 
Investigator Statement “I certify that the research study has been explained to the individual, by me or 
my research staff, and that the individual understands the nature and purpose, the possible risks and 
benefits associated with taking part in this research study. Any questions that have been raised have 
been answered.”  
 
 
_______________________________  ______________________________ 
Darrin Brooks, Principal Investigator   Joshua Rowley, Student Researcher 
(435) 797-1563     (801) 389-5330  
darrin.brooks@usu.edu    josh.r@aggiemail.usu.edu  
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APPENDIX K. MAIN STUDY DATA 
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Main Study Data Code Sheet: 
 
S1 = Survey Question 1  
S2r = Survey Question 2 (question originally stated negatively - reversed to positive) 
S3r = Survey Question 3 (question originally stated negatively - reversed to positive) 
S4 = Survey Question 4 
S5 = Survey Question 5 
S6r = Survey Question 6 (question originally stated negatively - reversed to positive) 
S7 = Survey Question 7 
S8r = Survey Question 8 (question originally stated negatively - reversed to positive) 
S9 = Survey Question 9 
S10 = Survey Question 10 
S11 = Survey Question 11 
S12 = Survey Question 12 
S13 = Survey Question 13 
S14 = Survey Question 14 
- See Appendix G for Survey Questions 
 
 
 
M1 = Observational Sheet Question 1  
M2 = Observational Sheet Question 2 
M3 = Observational Sheet Question 3 
M4 = Observational Sheet Question 4 
M5 = Observational Sheet Question 5 
M6 = Observational Sheet Question 6 
M7 = Observational Sheet Question 7 
M8 = Observational Sheet Question 8 
- See Appendix H for Observational Sheet Questions 
 
 
 
D1 = Demographical Question, Age 
D2 = Demographical Question, Gender 
D4 = Demographical Question, Year in School 
- See Appendix I for Demographical Questions 
 
 
 
I1 = Interview Question, Most Liked Quality (see Appendix I) 
I2 = Interview Question, Least Liked Quality 
- See Appendix I for Interview Questions 
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CORRELATIONS 
  /VARIABLES=s1 s2r s3r s4 s5 s6r s7 s8r s9 s10 s11 s12 s13 s14 m1 m2 m3 m4 m5 
m6 m7 m8 I1 I2 d1 d2 d4 
  /PRINT=TWOTAIL NOSIG 
  /MISSING=PAIRWISE. 
 
 
 
Correlations 
 
 
 
Notes 
Output Created 23-Feb-2011 18:25:59 
Comments   
Data C:\statistics\Joshua Rowley\survey.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet3 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
Input 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
31 
Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Missing Value Handling 
Cases Used Statistics for each pair of variables are 
based on all the cases with valid data 
for that pair. 
Syntax CORRELATIONS 
  /VARIABLES=s1 s2r s3r s4 s5 s6r s7 
s8r s9 s10 s11 s12 s13 s14 m1 m2 m3 
m4 m5 m6 m7 m8 I1 I2 d1 d2 d4 
  /PRINT=TWOTAIL NOSIG 
  /MISSING=PAIRWISE. 
 
Processor Time 00:00:00.047 Resources 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.047 
 
 
[DataSet3] C:\statistics\Joshua Rowley\survey.sav 
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Correlations 
 S1 s2r s3r S4 S5 s6r S7 s8r S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 M1 M2 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
1 -
.122 
.300 .156 -
.009 
.198 .353 .177 .199 .097 -
.343 
-
.350 
.378
* 
-
.109 
.297 -
.118 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
 .514 .102 .403 .960 .286 .056 .340 .282 .605 .059 .054 .036 .561 .104 .528 
S
1 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.122 
1 -
.295 
-
.040 
.248 -
.124 
.023 -
.046 
-
.005 
-
.118 
.525
** 
.716
** 
.092 -
.073 
.315 .190 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.514  .107 .832 .178 .506 .903 .808 .979 .527 .002 .000 .622 .697 .084 .306 
s2
r 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.300 -
.295 
1 .272 .036 .193 .363
* 
-
.069 
.120 .321 -
.301 
-
.354 
-
.215 
.024 .083 .111 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.102 .107  .138 .848 .299 .049 .711 .519 .079 .100 .051 .245 .897 .657 .553 
s3
r 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.156 -
.040 
.272 1 .393
* 
.123 .507
** 
.203 -
.081 
.257 .056 -
.053 
-
.171 
-
.232 
.190 .175 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.403 .832 .138  .029 .508 .004 .273 .663 .163 .765 .776 .358 .210 .305 .346 
S
4 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.009 
.248 .036 .393
* 
1 -
.052 
.446
* 
.166 .083 .000 .027 .065 -
.037 
-
.275 
.050 .143 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.960 .178 .848 .029  .781 .013 .373 .656 1.00
0 
.887 .728 .844 .134 .789 .443 
S
5 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
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Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.198 -
.124 
.193 .123 -
.052 
1 -
.197 
.231 -
.403
* 
.032 -
.337 
-
.139 
-
.090 
-
.108 
-
.002 
.043 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.286 .506 .299 .508 .781  .297 .212 .024 .866 .063 .457 .632 .565 .994 .819 
s6
r 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.353 .023 .363
* 
.507
** 
.446
* 
-
.197 
1 .052 .532
** 
.523
** 
.003 -
.146 
.150 -
.003 
.324 .010 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.056 .903 .049 .004 .013 .297  .783 .002 .003 .987 .440 .429 .986 .080 .959 
S
7 
N 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.177 -
.046 
-
.069 
.203 .166 .231 .052 1 -
.216 
-
.041 
-
.096 
-
.006 
.199 -
.322 
.128 .174 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.340 .808 .711 .273 .373 .212 .783  .244 .826 .606 .976 .283 .077 .491 .350 
s8
r 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.199 -
.005 
.120 -
.081 
.083 -
.403
* 
.532
** 
-
.216 
1 .164 .246 -
.104 
.139 -
.244 
.082 .079 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.282 .979 .519 .663 .656 .024 .002 .244  .377 .182 .578 .457 .186 .660 .674 
S
9 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.097 -
.118 
.321 .257 .000 .032 .523
** 
-
.041 
.164 1 -
.135 
-
.258 
.169 .185 .116 -
.035 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.605 .527 .079 .163 1.00
0 
.866 .003 .826 .377  .468 .162 .364 .320 .533 .852 
S
10 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.343 
.525
** 
-
.301 
.056 .027 -
.337 
.003 -
.096 
.246 -
.135 
1 .682
** 
.210 .008 .119 .261 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.059 .002 .100 .765 .887 .063 .987 .606 .182 .468  .000 .256 .967 .525 .157 
S
11 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
S
12 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.350 
.716
** 
-
.354 
-
.053 
.065 -
.139 
-
.146 
-
.006 
-
.104 
-
.258 
.682
** 
1 -
.009 
-
.078 
.128 .086 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.054 .000 .051 .776 .728 .457 .440 .976 .578 .162 .000  .960 .676 .494 .646 
 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.378
* 
.092 -
.215 
-
.171 
-
.037 
-
.090 
.150 .199 .139 .169 .210 -
.009 
1 .121 .051 -
.052 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.036 .622 .245 .358 .844 .632 .429 .283 .457 .364 .256 .960  .517 .787 .780 
S
13 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.109 
-
.073 
.024 -
.232 
-
.275 
-
.108 
-
.003 
-
.322 
-
.244 
.185 .008 -
.078 
.121 1 -
.046 
-
.217 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.561 .697 .897 .210 .134 .565 .986 .077 .186 .320 .967 .676 .517  .806 .242 
S
14 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.297 .315 .083 .190 .050 -
.002 
.324 .128 .082 .116 .119 .128 .051 -
.046 
1 .325 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.104 .084 .657 .305 .789 .994 .080 .491 .660 .533 .525 .494 .787 .806  .075 
M
1 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.118 
.190 .111 .175 .143 .043 .010 .174 .079 -
.035 
.261 .086 -
.052 
-
.217 
.325 1 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.528 .306 .553 .346 .443 .819 .959 .350 .674 .852 .157 .646 .780 .242 .075  
M
2 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.173 
.096 .186 .080 .215 -
.201 
.392
* 
-
.140 
.237 .190 .039 .095 -
.116 
.034 .332 .275 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.352 .608 .316 .669 .245 .279 .032 .452 .199 .307 .836 .612 .536 .855 .068 .134 
M
3 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.048 
-
.025 
.262 -
.072 
.148 .000 .159 -
.249 
.260 .073 .036 .102 .000 .018 .173 .101 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.799 .892 .154 .702 .428 1.00
0 
.401 .176 .158 .698 .849 .586 1.00
0 
.923 .351 .590 
M
4 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
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Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.026 
.236 .060 .179 .260 -
.191 
.399
* 
.108 .315 .212 .200 .090 .024 -
.166 
.586
** 
.579
** 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.890 .201 .749 .335 .158 .303 .029 .564 .084 .253 .280 .630 .898 .373 .001 .001 
M
5 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.185 -
.164 
.401
* 
.144 .201 .240 .197 -
.092 
-
.172 
.355
* 
-
.346 
-
.097 
-
.113 
-
.027 
.027 -
.276 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.320 .377 .025 .440 .278 .194 .296 .624 .355 .050 .056 .605 .546 .884 .885 .133 
M
6 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.127 
-
.017 
.195 .206 .132 .108 -
.096 
-
.174 
-
.015 
.037 -
.086 
-
.038 
-
.319 
-
.257 
.177 .440
* 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.495 .927 .292 .266 .478 .563 .615 .349 .935 .844 .647 .840 .080 .163 .340 .013 
M
7 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.001 
-
.030 
.074 .333 .155 -
.059 
.384
* 
.161 -
.061 
.313 -
.105 
-
.012 
.104 .096 .400
* 
.284 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.997 .873 .691 .067 .406 .751 .036 .386 .746 .086 .573 .947 .576 .608 .026 .122 
M
8 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.126 .134 -
.068 
-
.118 
.246 .197 -
.124 
.181 -
.221 
-
.344 
-
.021 
.128 .030 -
.005 
-
.315 
-
.381
* 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.499 .474 .718 .527 .183 .287 .514 .329 .233 .058 .909 .492 .874 .979 .084 .034 
I1 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.122 
.245 -
.134 
-
.081 
.610
** 
-
.042 
.187 -
.096 
.092 -
.168 
.125 .072 .066 -
.119 
-
.136 
.155 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.515 .184 .472 .666 .000 .821 .321 .607 .623 .367 .502 .701 .726 .525 .467 .405 
I2 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
D
1 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.094 .108 .140 .165 .147 -
.093 
.162 .322 -
.157 
-
.178 
.116 .199 -
.028 
.042 .359 .086 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.620 .572 .460 .383 .437 .624 .402 .082 .407 .345 .543 .291 .884 .824 .051 .651  
N 30 30 30 30 30 30 29 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
-
.127 
-
.190 
-
.030 
-
.203 
-
.138 
-
.181 
.066 -
.311 
.154 .165 -
.139 
-
.110 
-
.081 
.105 -
.155 
-
.283 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.497 .307 .873 .273 .459 .330 .730 .088 .407 .375 .456 .557 .663 .574 .404 .123 
D
2 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Pearson 
Correlatio
n 
.232 .028 .128 .129 -
.075 
-
.122 
.218 .159 .035 -
.107 
.065 .070 -
.077 
.134 .454
* 
-
.006 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.218 .881 .500 .496 .695 .520 .255 .401 .854 .573 .734 .715 .688 .479 .012 .975 
D
4 
N 30 30 30 30 30 30 29 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Correlations 
 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 I1 I2 D1 D2 D4 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.173 -.048 -.026 .185 -.127 -.001 .126 -.122 .094 -.127 .232 
Sig. (2-tailed) .352 .799 .890 .320 .495 .997 .499 .515 .620 .497 .218 
S1 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.096 -.025 .236 -.164 -.017 -.030 .134 .245 .108 -.190 .028 
Sig. (2-tailed) .608 .892 .201 .377 .927 .873 .474 .184 .572 .307 .881 
s2r 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.186 .262 .060 .401* .195 .074 -.068 -.134 .140 -.030 .128 
Sig. (2-tailed) .316 .154 .749 .025 .292 .691 .718 .472 .460 .873 .500 
s3r 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.080 -.072 .179 .144 .206 .333 -.118 -.081 .165 -.203 .129 
Sig. (2-tailed) .669 .702 .335 .440 .266 .067 .527 .666 .383 .273 .496 
S4 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
S5 Pearson 
Correlation 
.215 .148 .260 .201 .132 .155 .246 .610** .147 -.138 -.075 
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Sig. (2-tailed) .245 .428 .158 .278 .478 .406 .183 .000 .437 .459 .695  
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.201 .000 -.191 .240 .108 -.059 .197 -.042 -.093 -.181 -.122 
Sig. (2-tailed) .279 1.000 .303 .194 .563 .751 .287 .821 .624 .330 .520 
s6r 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.392* .159 .399* .197 -.096 .384* -.124 .187 .162 .066 .218 
Sig. (2-tailed) .032 .401 .029 .296 .615 .036 .514 .321 .402 .730 .255 
S7 
N 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 29 30 29 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.140 -.249 .108 -.092 -.174 .161 .181 -.096 .322 -.311 .159 
Sig. (2-tailed) .452 .176 .564 .624 .349 .386 .329 .607 .082 .088 .401 
s8r 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.237 .260 .315 -.172 -.015 -.061 -.221 .092 -.157 .154 .035 
Sig. (2-tailed) .199 .158 .084 .355 .935 .746 .233 .623 .407 .407 .854 
S9 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.190 .073 .212 .355* .037 .313 -.344 -.168 -.178 .165 -.107 
Sig. (2-tailed) .307 .698 .253 .050 .844 .086 .058 .367 .345 .375 .573 
S10 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.039 .036 .200 -.346 -.086 -.105 -.021 .125 .116 -.139 .065 
Sig. (2-tailed) .836 .849 .280 .056 .647 .573 .909 .502 .543 .456 .734 
S11 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.095 .102 .090 -.097 -.038 -.012 .128 .072 .199 -.110 .070 
Sig. (2-tailed) .612 .586 .630 .605 .840 .947 .492 .701 .291 .557 .715 
S12 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.116 .000 .024 -.113 -.319 .104 .030 .066 -.028 -.081 -.077 
Sig. (2-tailed) .536 1.000 .898 .546 .080 .576 .874 .726 .884 .663 .688 
S13 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.034 .018 -.166 -.027 -.257 .096 -.005 -.119 .042 .105 .134 
Sig. (2-tailed) .855 .923 .373 .884 .163 .608 .979 .525 .824 .574 .479 
S14 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
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Pearson 
Correlation 
.332 .173 .586** .027 .177 .400* -.315 -.136 .359 -.155 .454* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .068 .351 .001 .885 .340 .026 .084 .467 .051 .404 .012 
M1 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.275 .101 .579** -.276 .440* .284 -.381* .155 .086 -.283 -.006 
Sig. (2-tailed) .134 .590 .001 .133 .013 .122 .034 .405 .651 .123 .975 
M2 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
1 .440* .699** .331 .492** .647** -.464** .295 -.054 .511** -.142 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .013 .000 .069 .005 .000 .009 .107 .777 .003 .455 
M3 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.440* 1 .275 .273 .388* .238 -.204 .066 .099 .000 .066 
Sig. (2-tailed) .013  .134 .137 .031 .198 .271 .724 .603 1.000 .730 
M4 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.699** .275 1 .031 .398* .661** -.454* .269 .000 .230 .015 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .134  .869 .027 .000 .010 .144 1.000 .213 .937 
M5 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.331 .273 .031 1 .416* .231 .032 .105 -.094 .472** -.286 
Sig. (2-tailed) .069 .137 .869  .020 .211 .865 .575 .622 .007 .126 
M6 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.492** .388* .398* .416* 1 .264 -.308 .073 -.329 .290 -.278 
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .031 .027 .020  .151 .092 .695 .076 .114 .137 
M7 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.647** .238 .661** .231 .264 1 -.494** .088 .196 .245 .024 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .198 .000 .211 .151  .005 .639 .298 .185 .899 
M8 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.464** -.204 -.454* .032 -.308 -.494** 1 .195 .033 -.226 -.075 
Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .271 .010 .865 .092 .005  .294 .864 .221 .694 
I1 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
I2 Pearson 
Correlation 
.295 .066 .269 .105 .073 .088 .195 1 -.246 .271 -.503** 
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Sig. (2-tailed) .107 .724 .144 .575 .695 .639 .294  .190 .140 .005  
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.054 .099 .000 -.094 -.329 .196 .033 -.246 1 -.615** .708** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .777 .603 1.000 .622 .076 .298 .864 .190  .000 .000 
D1 
N 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.511** .000 .230 .472** .290 .245 -.226 .271 -.615** 1 -.538** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .003 1.000 .213 .007 .114 .185 .221 .140 .000  .002 
D2 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 31 30 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.142 .066 .015 -.286 -.278 .024 -.075 -.503** .708** -.538** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .455 .730 .937 .126 .137 .899 .694 .005 .000 .002  
D4 
N 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
 
Frequencies 
 
 
 
Notes 
Output Created 23-Feb-2011 18:26:38 
Comments   
Data C:\statistics\Joshua Rowley\survey.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet3 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
Input 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
31 
Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Missing Value Handling 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data. 
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Syntax FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=S1 S2 
S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 
S13 S14 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 
I1 I2 
    D1 D2 D3 D4 s2r s3r s6r s8r 
  /STATISTICS=STDDEV MEAN 
MEDIAN 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
 
Processor Time 00:00:00.015 Resources 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.015 
 
 
[DataSet3] C:\statistics\Joshua Rowley\survey.sav 
 
 
 
Statistics 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 
Valid 31 31 31 31 31 31 30 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Mean 4.71 2.71 2.39 5.58 6.29 1.71 5.57 
Median 5.00 2.00 2.00 6.00 6.00 1.00 6.00 
Std. Deviation 1.736 1.953 1.764 1.385 .783 1.321 1.547 
 
Statistics 
 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 
Valid 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mean 2.55 3.61 5.00 2.94 2.81 1.77 3.10 
Median 2.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 1.00 3.00 
Std. Deviation 1.524 1.783 1.592 .929 1.138 1.117 .908 
 
Statistics 
 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 
Valid 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mean 3.68 3.55 4.45 4.00 4.19 2.90 4.97 
Median 4.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 2.00 5.00 
	  
	  
122 
 
 
 
 
Statistics 
 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 
Valid 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mean 3.68 3.55 4.45 4.00 4.19 2.90 4.97 
Median 4.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 2.00 5.00 
Std. Deviation 1.620 1.804 1.767 2.017 1.682 2.300 1.703 
 
Statistics 
 M8 I1 I2 D1 D2 D3 D4 
Valid 31 31 31 30 31 30 30 N 
Missing 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
Mean 4.55 1.35 1.94 20.50 1.52 1.43 2.13 
Median 5.00 1.00 2.00 20.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 
Std. Deviation 1.670 .486 .250 2.209 .508 .504 1.279 
 
Statistics 
 s2r s3r s6r s8r 
Valid 31 31 31 31 N 
Missing 0 0 0 0 
Mean 5.2903 5.6129 6.2903 5.4516 
Median 6.0000 6.0000 7.0000 6.0000 
Std. Deviation 1.95267 1.76404 1.32145 1.52400 
 
 
Frequency Table 
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S1 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 2 6.5 6.5 6.5 
2 2 6.5 6.5 12.9 
3 4 12.9 12.9 25.8 
4 3 9.7 9.7 35.5 
5 8 25.8 25.8 61.3 
6 8 25.8 25.8 87.1 
7 4 12.9 12.9 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S2 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 12 38.7 38.7 38.7 
2 6 19.4 19.4 58.1 
3 5 16.1 16.1 74.2 
4 1 3.2 3.2 77.4 
5 3 9.7 9.7 87.1 
6 2 6.5 6.5 93.5 
7 2 6.5 6.5 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S3 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 14 45.2 45.2 45.2 
2 7 22.6 22.6 67.7 
3 3 9.7 9.7 77.4 
4 1 3.2 3.2 80.6 
5 4 12.9 12.9 93.5 
Valid 
6 1 3.2 3.2 96.8 
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7 1 3.2 3.2 100.0  
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S4 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2 1 3.2 3.2 3.2 
3 2 6.5 6.5 9.7 
4 3 9.7 9.7 19.4 
5 7 22.6 22.6 41.9 
6 8 25.8 25.8 67.7 
7 10 32.3 32.3 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S5 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
4 1 3.2 3.2 3.2 
5 3 9.7 9.7 12.9 
6 13 41.9 41.9 54.8 
7 14 45.2 45.2 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S6 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 20 64.5 64.5 64.5 
2 7 22.6 22.6 87.1 
3 1 3.2 3.2 90.3 
5 2 6.5 6.5 96.8 
6 1 3.2 3.2 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
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S7 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2 2 6.5 6.7 6.7 
3 1 3.2 3.3 10.0 
4 4 12.9 13.3 23.3 
5 6 19.4 20.0 43.3 
6 5 16.1 16.7 60.0 
7 12 38.7 40.0 100.0 
Valid 
Total 30 96.8 100.0  
Missing System 1 3.2   
Total 31 100.0   
 
 
S8 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 11 35.5 35.5 35.5 
2 5 16.1 16.1 51.6 
3 6 19.4 19.4 71.0 
4 7 22.6 22.6 93.5 
5 1 3.2 3.2 96.8 
7 1 3.2 3.2 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S9 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 5 16.1 16.1 16.1 
2 6 19.4 19.4 35.5 
3 2 6.5 6.5 41.9 
Valid 
4 6 19.4 19.4 61.3 
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5 8 25.8 25.8 87.1 
6 3 9.7 9.7 96.8 
7 1 3.2 3.2 100.0 
 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S10 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 2 6.5 6.5 6.5 
2 1 3.2 3.2 9.7 
3 1 3.2 3.2 12.9 
4 4 12.9 12.9 25.8 
5 11 35.5 35.5 61.3 
6 7 22.6 22.6 83.9 
7 5 16.1 16.1 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S11 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 3 9.7 9.7 9.7 
2 5 16.1 16.1 25.8 
3 14 45.2 45.2 71.0 
4 9 29.0 29.0 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S12 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 5 16.1 16.1 16.1 
2 8 25.8 25.8 41.9 
Valid 
3 6 19.4 19.4 61.3 
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4 12 38.7 38.7 100.0  
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S13 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 18 58.1 58.1 58.1 
2 7 22.6 22.6 80.6 
3 1 3.2 3.2 83.9 
4 5 16.1 16.1 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
S14 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 2 6.5 6.5 6.5 
2 5 16.1 16.1 22.6 
3 12 38.7 38.7 61.3 
4 12 38.7 38.7 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
M1 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2 11 35.5 35.5 35.5 
3 3 9.7 9.7 45.2 
4 9 29.0 29.0 74.2 
5 4 12.9 12.9 87.1 
6 1 3.2 3.2 90.3 
7 3 9.7 9.7 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
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M2 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2 14 45.2 45.2 45.2 
3 5 16.1 16.1 61.3 
4 2 6.5 6.5 67.7 
5 4 12.9 12.9 80.6 
6 3 9.7 9.7 90.3 
7 3 9.7 9.7 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
M3 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2 7 22.6 22.6 22.6 
3 4 12.9 12.9 35.5 
4 3 9.7 9.7 45.2 
5 5 16.1 16.1 61.3 
6 9 29.0 29.0 90.3 
7 3 9.7 9.7 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
M4 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 5 16.1 16.1 16.1 
2 4 12.9 12.9 29.0 
3 2 6.5 6.5 35.5 
4 7 22.6 22.6 58.1 
5 6 19.4 19.4 77.4 
6 2 6.5 6.5 83.9 
Valid 
7 5 16.1 16.1 100.0 
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M4 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 5 16.1 16.1 16.1 
2 4 12.9 12.9 29.0 
3 2 6.5 6.5 35.5 
4 7 22.6 22.6 58.1 
5 6 19.4 19.4 77.4 
6 2 6.5 6.5 83.9 
7 5 16.1 16.1 100.0 
 Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
M5 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2 6 19.4 19.4 19.4 
3 6 19.4 19.4 38.7 
4 8 25.8 25.8 64.5 
5 1 3.2 3.2 67.7 
6 7 22.6 22.6 90.3 
7 3 9.7 9.7 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
M6 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 14 45.2 45.2 45.2 
2 5 16.1 16.1 61.3 
3 2 6.5 6.5 67.7 
5 4 12.9 12.9 80.6 
6 2 6.5 6.5 87.1 
7 4 12.9 12.9 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
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M7 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2 4 12.9 12.9 12.9 
3 4 12.9 12.9 25.8 
4 1 3.2 3.2 29.0 
5 9 29.0 29.0 58.1 
6 6 19.4 19.4 77.4 
7 7 22.6 22.6 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
M8 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2 6 19.4 19.4 19.4 
3 3 9.7 9.7 29.0 
4 3 9.7 9.7 38.7 
5 10 32.3 32.3 71.0 
6 5 16.1 16.1 87.1 
7 4 12.9 12.9 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
I1 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 20 64.5 64.5 64.5 
2 11 35.5 35.5 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
I2 
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 2 6.5 6.5 6.5 
2 29 93.5 93.5 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
D1 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
18 3 9.7 10.0 10.0 
19 11 35.5 36.7 46.7 
20 4 12.9 13.3 60.0 
21 3 9.7 10.0 70.0 
22 4 12.9 13.3 83.3 
23 3 9.7 10.0 93.3 
24 1 3.2 3.3 96.7 
28 1 3.2 3.3 100.0 
Valid 
Total 30 96.8 100.0  
Missing System 1 3.2   
Total 31 100.0   
 
 
D2 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 15 48.4 48.4 48.4 
2 16 51.6 51.6 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
D3 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 17 54.8 56.7 56.7 Valid 
2 13 41.9 43.3 100.0 
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 Total 30 96.8 100.0  
Missing System 1 3.2   
Total 31 100.0   
 
 
D4 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1 13 41.9 43.3 43.3 
2 7 22.6 23.3 66.7 
3 5 16.1 16.7 83.3 
4 3 9.7 10.0 93.3 
5 2 6.5 6.7 100.0 
Valid 
Total 30 96.8 100.0  
Missing System 1 3.2   
Total 31 100.0   
 
 
s2r 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1.00 2 6.5 6.5 6.5 
2.00 2 6.5 6.5 12.9 
3.00 3 9.7 9.7 22.6 
4.00 1 3.2 3.2 25.8 
5.00 5 16.1 16.1 41.9 
6.00 6 19.4 19.4 61.3 
7.00 12 38.7 38.7 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
s3r 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1.00 1 3.2 3.2 3.2 Valid 
2.00 1 3.2 3.2 6.5 
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3.00 4 12.9 12.9 19.4 
4.00 1 3.2 3.2 22.6 
5.00 3 9.7 9.7 32.3 
6.00 7 22.6 22.6 54.8 
7.00 14 45.2 45.2 100.0 
 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
s6r 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
2.00 1 3.2 3.2 3.2 
3.00 2 6.5 6.5 9.7 
5.00 1 3.2 3.2 12.9 
6.00 7 22.6 22.6 35.5 
7.00 20 64.5 64.5 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
 
s8r 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
1.00 1 3.2 3.2 3.2 
3.00 1 3.2 3.2 6.5 
4.00 7 22.6 22.6 29.0 
5.00 6 19.4 19.4 48.4 
6.00 5 16.1 16.1 64.5 
7.00 11 35.5 35.5 100.0 
Valid 
Total 31 100.0 100.0  
 
